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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

In 1989, the Grovemment of Ontario announced its commitment to meeting a Provincial target 
of at least 50% reduction of waste going to landfills and incineration by the year 2000. This 
target (to be achieved through waste reduction, reuse and recycling ~ the 3Rs) was confirmed 
by the present Government in 1990. 

To facilitate the achievement of the 50% target, the Province introduced the Waste Management 
Act, 1992. ITie Act broadens the government's powers to reduce waste sent to disposal through 
a variety of means. It also vests powers in the Interim Waste Authority (IWA), an agency 
created to ease the waste disposal crisis in the Greater Toronto Area (GTA). The IWA is doing 
this by conducting environmental assessments to locate three long-term landfill sites in the GTA. • 

The GTA Regional Municipalities of Peel and Durham are each defined for the IWA as 
separate "primary service areas". Metropolitan Toronto and the Regional Municipality of York 
have been defined as a separate combined primary service area. Each of the three defined 
primary service areas is proposed to receive one new landfill facility through the IWA process. 
The fifth GTA Regional Municipality, Halton, has already obtained approval for a landfill site 
and thus is not part of the siting process. 



1.2 PURPOSE OF STUDY 

This study has two purposes, each of which relates directly to a requirement created by the Waste 
Management Act. 

The first requirement pertains to waste estimates. The Waste Management Act (s.l4) requires 
the Minister of the Environment and Energy to provide a written estimate as to: 

a) the amount of waste that would otherwise be expected to be generated in the 
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primary service area (i.e. each of Peel, Durham and MetroA'ork) during a 
twenty-year period that will not be generated because of waste reduction efforts; 
and 

ilj the amount of waste that will be generated in the primary service area during a 
twenty-year period that will not need to be disposed of in the site because of the 
reuse or recycling of materials that are or could become waste. 

These \yaste estimates were provided to the IWA by Minister's letter dated May 15, 1992. A 
copy of this letter may be found in Appendix A to the EA Input Document. The GTA 3Rs 
Analysis study provides additional analysis of 3Rs activities, in support of the reasonableness of 
the waste diversion estimates previously provided. 

The second requirement pertains to analyzing the 3Rs as "alteriiatlves to' landGll waste disposal 
sites. Section 15 of the Waste Management Act requires that the IWA environmental assessments 
contain a description of, and a statement of rationale and evaluation of the 3Rs as an alternative 
to the landfill waste disposal sites. By administrative agreement, the MOEE committed to 
provide such a rationale and evaluation to the IWA for use in its environmental assessments. 
The GTA 3Rs Analysis study fulfils this requirement. 

A number of parameters guided the completion of the GTA 3Rs Analysis. The study parameters 
are as follows: 

* The study area for the GTA 3Rs Analysis is the area encompassing Metro Toronto and 

the Regional Municipalities of Durham, York, Peel and Halton. Metro Toronto/York 
Region, Durham Region, and Peel Region are defined in the Waste Management Act as 
the "primary service areas" for the purpose of establishing landfill sites. The Region of 
Halton has been included as part of the GTA 3Rs Analysis study area as it is part of the 
GTA. It is not, however, one of the "primary service areas". Thus, systems have not 
been developed and evaluated for Halton Region. 



The MOEE is not the proponent or co-proponent of any 3Rs systems discussed in this 
study. The study provides additional analysis of 3Rs activities and supplemental data on 
waste diversion estimates for use by the IWA. 

As stated in Section 15(2) of the Waste Management Act, 

The environmental assessment is not required to contain any description or statement 
of the rationale for, or any description or evaluation of any matter relating to, 

a) an alternative of waste reduction or reuse or recycling if that 

alternative would involve incineration of waste or the 
transportation of waste from the primary service area to any 
other area for disposal; or 
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b) an alternative of some other single landfill waste disposal 

site if the capacity of the other site would appear to be 
inadequate in view of the estimate provided under Section 

The Waste Management Act, 1992 specifies that the IWA landfills are to operate for a 
minimum of 20 years. 



13 STUDY APPROACH 

The purpose of the GTA 3Rs Analysis is to identify and evaluate alternative 3Rs systems, 
comprised of combinations of 3Rs programs, technologies and practices, that could reasonably 
be implemented in the GTA In this report, this range of reasonable approaches to 3Rs are 
termed 3Rs system alternatives. It is also to determine the potential for each 3Rs system to 
divert waste over the twenty-year minimum life expectancy of the GTA landfill sites and 
identifies the advantages and disadvantages of each system. 

For the purpose of the present analysis, alternative 3Rs systems have been identified for 
residential wastes, as well as for industrial, commercial and institutional (IC&I) wastes. For each 
system, estimates of the amount of waste the system could potentially divert from disposal have 
been determined. An evaluation, done on a non-site-specific, generic level and documented in 
this report, identifies the net effects to the environment of each potential 3Rs system, in keeping 
with the Environmental Assessment Act. 

In conducting the 3Rs work, and providing estimates of waste that will not require land filling in 
the IWA established sites, MOEE is acting as a reliable authority in accordance with its 
legislative mandate, and not as the proponent or co-proponent of any of the 3Rs systems 
discussed. The alternatives presented in this report are not in any way structured as detailed 
implementation plans for the Province, the Regions or the private sector. 



1.4 PURPOSE OF THE MUNICIPAL HNANCE ASSESSMENT 

This technical appendix details and documents the municipal finance component of the GTA 3Rs 
analysis. Municipal finance effects are defined as the potential for changes to the financial 
resources of the municipalities; the costs and capital expenditures, and other financial 
mechanisms and arrangements. 

The primary purpose of this municipal finance assessment is to identify and assess the effects on 
the regional and local municipalities, and more specifically on the constituent taxpayers. These 
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regional municipalities (Metro Toronto, Peel, York and Durham). The results of this assessment 
are to serve as input into the overall 3R$ systems evaluation. 

The study objectives of the municipal finance assessment are as follows: 

' * Identification of existing financial conditions within each of the regional 

municipalities. 

''* Projection and quantification of municipal finance effects as a result of the 

implementation of any df the alternative 3R5 systems within each of the regional 
municipalities. 

* Analysis of the potential municipal finance effects including the development of 
mitigation measures for the purposes of identifying net effects. 

• . Evaluation of the alternative systems from a municipal finance perspective. 



1.5 OUTLINE OF REPORT 

Chapter 2 presents the study approach used in the municipal finance assessment. 

Chapter 3 provides a general description of the existing diversion activities, costs and financial 
mechanisms in the Regions of Halton, Durham, York, Peel and Metro Toronto including any 
Provincial and private funding present. It also details future waste diversion commitments in 
each of the Regions. 

Chapter 4 provides a general description of the municipal finance conditions existing in the 
Regions of Halton, Durham, York, Peel and Metro Toronto. It also examines all of the future 
capital commitments that the Regions and local municipalities may experience. 

Chapter 5 details the results of the assessment of the alternative 3Rs systems from a municipal 
finance perspective. 

Chapter 6 summarizes the results of the comparative assessment of the alternative 3Rs systems 
from a municipal finance perspective. 
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2.0 APPROACH 

2.1 METHOD AND TECHNIQUES OF ANALYSIS 

The study team has identified several key study elements. These include: 

* A description of the existing situation for solid waste generation, diversion and 
disposal in the GTA* 

. • Criteria needed for evaluating alternative diversion scenarios; 

* ' The effects of the current, or Status Quo alternative to future waste diversion; 

* Potential 3Rs alternative systems; 

* : Evaluation of net environmental effects of alternatives; 

The following steps were undertaken in the municipal finance study assessment: 

^ establish the base case situation by examining the existing financial situation in 

each of the GTA Region's and local municipalities; 

* quantify the future plans and financial resources intended to be committed to 
waste diversion in each municipality; 

* quantify other future costs and capital expenditures that are priority items in 
these municipalities; 

* ~ test the financial ability of the GTA municipalities to participate in the 3Rs 

alternative systems; 

* isolate the full extent of financial commitment that the municipalities may be able 
to make to further waste diversion; 

^, estimate the effect of each of the alternative diversion systems on the municipal 
finance structure. 

To establish the existing situation and to determine future trends for analytical purposes, 
information gathered for each municipality included: 



* Operating Budgets 

* Capital Budgets with Multi-Year Forecasts 

* Property Assessment Valuations 

* Property Assessment Growth Trends 

* Revenue Sources and Profiles 

* General Tax Levy IDetails 
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* Household Property Tax Levels 
" • Operating Expenditure Profiles 

• Waste Collection, Disposal and Diversion Expenditure Details 

• Debt and Debenture Levels 

* Etebt Capacity and Allowable Borrowing Ratios 
- . * Reserve Fund Positions 

This information was augmented through personal interviews with finance officials and other 
relevant staff in most of the municipalities. The discussions included future trends, priorities, 
expenditures, etc. for 3Rs and other municipal services. In addition to the above mentioned 
interviews, the Municipal Finance study team conducted a public consultation phase of the study 
whereby all of the municipalities were contacted by telephone. The Municipal Finance study 
team indicated that they would be available to meet with the municipalities to discuss any 
questions or concerns they had with respect to the study process and findings to date. For the 
most part, the consultation consisted of phone conversations with representatives at the lower 
tier and meetings at the Regional level. In the case of York and Metro requests for meetings 
by the study team were turned down. The primary purpose of the consultation phase was to 
obtain feedback &om the GTA municipalities specifically on the draft Greater Toronto Area 3Rs 
Analysis - Municipal Finance Technical A^ipendix dated November 1993. Feedback or questions 
raised throughout the consultation phase were dealt with in this study where applicable. The 
contact sheets pertaining to the consultation phase are readily available fiom M.M. Dillon Lid 
and a summary of comments may be found in the Environmental Assessment Input Document 
(A complete list of persons contacted is contained in Schedule F of this report) 

As described above, the study process first established the existing financial profile for each of 
the GTA Regions and local area municipalities. The process of evaluating each of the 
alternative 3Rs systems consisted of adding the associated costs and revenues for each 3Rs 
option to the existing financial profiles. The level of magnitude resulting from the analysis of the 
alternative system suggests the degree of impact that the option may have on municipalities. 

The GTA 3Rs Analysis devetoped a set of six possible residential waste diversion systems. 
The six residential systems are: 



System 1 


- Existing ' 


System 2 


- Existing/Committed 


System 3 


- Direct Cost 


System 4 


- Expanded Blue Box 


System 5 


- Wet/Diy 


System 6 


- Mixed Waste Processing 



Each of these systems are described in the component tables found in Schedule G of this report 
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2.2 DATA USED IN THE ANALYSIS 

The principal source of information for the base financial profiles was the Province's MARS 
(Municipal Archive Retrieval System) data base for 1992. This system includes data from the 
Financial Information Return which is mandatory information submitted by all municipalities in 
Ontario. To supplement the MARS information the Ontario Gazette was used to obtain the 
1993 equalization factors to apply to the residential and commercial assessments. The 
equalization factor was used to bring alt Regions.to the same base year. The equalization factors 
are revised every three years. Prior to the 1993 revision, 1990 factors were the -most recent. The 
1993 equalization factors were used as they were the most recent and represent more realistically 
the current real estate market characteristics. 

In addition, to the MARS information, the following list provides the information compiled for 
each Region and area municipality: 

* Current Budget Summaries for municipal operations for 

1990, 1991. 1992 and 1993 where available 
" Capital Budget Summaries and Four Year Forecasts for 
1990, 1991, 1992 and 1993 where available 

* Detailed Current Budgets for 3Rs activities for 

1990, 1991, 1992 and 1993 where avaUable 
*■ E>etatled Capital Budgets and Four Year Forecasts for 

3Rs activities 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993 and 1994 where available 

* The most recent Financial Information Return 

. * The Development Charges Background Study Report 
if it contained a waste or 3Rs component 

* Other relevant waste management reports if applicable 

In addition to this information, data were also obtained from the other consultant team members. 
Specifically, demographic and economic information was obtained firom Hardy Stevenson and 
Associates and 3Rs logistics and volume information was obtained from Resource Integration 
Systems Limited. Further, the actual alternative system options and associated costs were 
obtained from Resource Integration Systems Limited. 

The Municipal Finance and Cost Technical Appendices both estimate the cost of the existing 
residential systems for the GTA Regions. The primary difference between these estimates is that 
the figures shown in the Cost Technical Appendix (and repeated in the GTA 3Rs EA Input 
document) relate to total waste management costs for the evaluated systems. On the other hand, 
the figures shown in this Municipal Finance Technical Appendix (and repeated in the EA 
document) relate onh^ to diversion costs . The municipal finance figures are therefore a subset 
of the total waste management amounts shown in the Cbst Technical Appendix. 

Moreover, while the Cost Technical Appendix relates all data on a tonnage basis, this Municipal 
Hnance analysis puts all costs on a household basis. For the readers' assistance, conversions 
from tonnage estimates to household estimates can be accomplished by applying household waste 
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generation rates and/or diversion rates to the cost factors provided in these reports. 

While the cost and municipal finance disciplines ar^ consistent for the assessment Of effects, the 
existing residential costs do not agree because of different methods and assumptions used in their 
development. Of primary importance to the cost discipline is the level of detail needed to 
develop unit rates for each component (blue box, HHW, leaf and yard waste, etc.). Moreover, 
this level of detail is not always available from municipal financial reports. As a result, the cost 
discipline obtained data from several sources - interviews with waste managers and contractors, 
municipal data requests and published sources -- to obtain "reasonable" values for the unit costs 
of different operations. The total costs estimated by this component method is approximate. 

On the other hand, this imimcipal finance analysis utilized the financial reports of the GTA 
municipalities which include items hot considered by the cost discipline such as overhead (vehicle 
insurance, depot management, etc.) and local collection costs above normal allowances. To 
overcome these differences the cost and municipal finance disciplines have identified an 
adjustment factor to bring the two diversion cost methods into line. The use of Overhead costs 
at the system level in this municipal finance effects analysis is used to balance the cost estimates. 



23 MAJOR ASSUMPTIONS USED IN THE ANALYSIS 

''■ * 

The analysis implicitly deals with a long planning horizon. While the IWA landfill facilities may 
be in place by 19% or 1997, the 3Rs alternatives examined in this report may not be 
implemented within the same time frame. In fact, for some system alternatives, a fully 
operational option may not be possible until after 2000. As a result, estimating the financial 
effects of these future programs over such a long time frame becomes subject to a large number 
of exogenous variables. These external factors are largely beyond the control of the analysis itself 
and could change in the future. If any or all of these factors change significantly, the results of 
the analysis could similarly change. As time progresses, the amount of change will become a 
question of magnitude. As such, the analysis conclusions are founded on the current situation 
described on the following pages. 

The study team collectively developed a number of assumptions of which are incorporated in to 
the Municipal Finance analysis. They are as follows; 

* The study period extends fi-om 19% to 2015; 

* Markets will be available for the recycled materials and compost from source separated 
compostables; 

* Residential waste diversion systems are developed and analyzed separately for each 
GTA Region. However, because there is no effective waste management boundary for 
IC&I waste and recyclables (IC&I waste management is not confined by municipal 
boundaries), IC&I waste diversion systems are developed for the GTA as a whole; 
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Regulations identified in the IC&I systems are assumed to be enforced equally 
throughout the Province and for all systems; 

3Rs components would be developed in a manner that fulfils the necessary MOEE 
approvals (e.g. Certificate of Approval); 

The 3Rs systems developed are considered reasonable, present a range of plausible 
diversion approaches and do not necessarily represent a range of plausible diversion 
approaches and do not necessarily represent the highest possible diversion at all times. 

The mixing and matching of 3Rs components beyond what is done in this report is 
possible but not assessed in this study due to the large number of possible permutations 
and combinations; 

The net effects analysis is based on the year 2000, the year in which all systems are 
assumed to be fully operational; 

The analysis is generic; specific sites/locations for new facilities for each of the systems 
were neither known nor considered; 

The potential effects of landfill were not considered in the systems net effects; 

The effects of a facility are attributed to the region which uses it; 

All systems were analyzed to the attributed to the region which uses it; 

It is assumed that larger facilities will be sited to minimize effects (i.e. located in areas 
most compatible with the facility) through a systematic site selection process; 

That mitigation measures identified are readily available and would be implemented 
effectively; 

The diversion rate estimates were generated for the year 2000 (the year by which the 
systems were assumed to be fully operational) and for the 20 year cumulative study 
period. Increases in diversion rates after the year 2000 are attributed to source 
reduction; 

A combined diversion rate estimate was determined for Metro Toronto and the Region 
of York. Alternative systems, however, were evelauated separately for these two 
Regions; 

Only effects directly attributable to the 3Rs systems development and operation were 
considered; 

For all of the residential 3Rs systems, it is assumed that the system would be designed 
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and managed such that there would not be any increase in the total number of collection 
vehicle trips in any residential area, or any increase in the net amount of time required 
to pick up materials; 

* The export of waste, for the purposes of this study, was considered disposal. 

In addition to the assumptions developed by the study team, there are a number of specific 
assumptions that speciflcally pertain to the Municipal Finance analysis. These assumptions are 
described as follows. While based on the most recent information available, has several explicit 
assumptions which include: 

1. Economic conditions over the study time frame of 1996 to 2015 (inflation, borrowing 
costs, etc.) are assumed to be relatively consistent with today's economy. 

2. Provincial grants for all normal municipal operations (as distinct from any funding 
assistance for 3Rs programs) are assumed to remain at 1992 levels. The report itself 
comments on 3Rs funding assistance. 

3. The growth and consistency of municipal expenditures and revenue profiles are assumed 
to reflect 1992 levels. , • ^ 

4. It will be demonstrated in the following chapter of this report that the financmg 
arrangements between waste disposal and 3Rs in the GTA can become quite inter- 
dependant. This analysis was not able to determine beforehand whether, nor not, these 
financing arrangements will continue in the future. This suggests that, if and when the 
IWA sites become operable and royalty payments do not continue at present levels, 
overall costs to the rate payers may rise, in the absence of external funding, but not as 
a result of the alternative 3Rs systems being advanced. Therefore, only the net cost of 
the 3Rs alternatives were examined because all other costs may be the result of 
structural changes within, or upon, the municipality. 

5. In the past, the functional handling of 3Rs between the Regions and local municipalities, 
and the financing arrangements between these two jurisdictions, was quite different from 
one Region to the next Again, this analysis was not able to determine beforehand 
whether, nor not, these arrangements will continue in the future. As a result, overall 
costs to the ratepayers may rise due to structural or cost sharing changes, but again, this 
is not a result of alternative 3Rs systems being advanced in this report, 

6. The analysis does not assume that external private agency funding would be available 
to assist with residential 3Rs system alternatives. If any occurs in the future it would 
reduce any cost effects in this report. 
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7. The capital and operating costs of the alternative systems were financed through 

conventional means. While the effect on reserve funds is identified as a criteria for the 
identification of unplanned or undesirable effects, the use of these funds to finance costs 
is also a discretionary municipal decision. As a result, the use of these funds was 
avoided where possible. This allowed most cost effects to fall directly onto taxes as a 
source of financing. While somewhat unrealistic, it provided for a consistent effects 
analysis for each Region. In reality, reserve fund use may be chosen by some GTA 
municipalities. 

This non use of reserve funds, coupled with the difficulty in forecasting Provincial 
funding mitigation (see below), implies that the analysis is a worst case tax effect 
scenario. The receipt of external funds has, however, been included in the sensitivity 
analysis. 

The analysis is also structured so that only residential diversion volumes are processed at 
municipal MRFs. {This arises as an implication of the study group assumption that there is no 
effective waste management boundary for IC&I waste and recyclables. Therefore IC&I waste 
diversion systems were developed for the GTA as a whole.) In spite of this, though, some 
industrial, commercial and institutional (IC&I) volumes are currently handled at the municipal 
processing centres. This ranges between 3 percent and 15 percent of the volume processed 
depending on the MRF. While there are costs associated with processing these volumes, the 
analysis does not include the tipping fee revenue that this IC&I material can potentially generate. 
A& such, the analysis' conclusions regarding residential system costs represent a conservative and 
worst case scenario by pc»sibly overstating the associated effects on property taxes, debt capacity, 
level of service, etc. 

The net effects analysis separates external funding sources from revenue sources that are internal 
to the municipal structure. External funding sources represent private funding, provincial 
funding, material sales and tipping fees from IC&I generators. The only internal sources of 
funding considered were property taxes. While there are other mechanisms available to the 
Regions and municipalities to cover costs including reserve funds and residential tipping fees, 
these sources are ultimately financed by the taxpayer. For example, while tipping fees may 
appear to be an external source of funding to a Region, the local municipalities pass the tipping 
fees on through property taxes. It is for this reason that tipping fees as an internal funding 
source. 

The tipping fees from IC&I sources that reside within the Region where the processing occurs 
is not necessarily external to the municipal structure because IC&I sources also pay taxes which 
provide the internal municipal funding. In this situation, however, the IC&I diverter is essentially 
paying twice for the material processing, once through property taxes and again through tipping 
fees. The GTA 3Rs Analysis is a generic study weighing alternative 3Rs systems and therefore 
is not intended to capture specific gains and losses to the upper and lower tier municipalities. 
Further, the study is not intended to be a detaUed implementation plan or strategy for financing 
of alternative 3Rs systems. The purpose of the analysis is to capture the aggregate tax effect of 
the 3Rs systems on the taxpayers in each Region. 
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2.4 IMPACT ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 



A fonnal procedure was u&ed to evaluate the alternative systems. Criterion and indicators were 
utilized to assess the systems by identifying the financial elements that would most likely be 
affected by changes to the municipal financial structure. The following represents the criteria 
and indicators used in the Municipal Finance analysis. 



Criterion: 

Indicators: 



Rationale: 



Potential Impact on Local Taxpayers 

Total Increase in Net General Municipal Levy 

Net General Municipal Levy, adjusted for commercial/industrial property 

assessment, expressed on a per household basis 

To avoid unnecessary or burdensome costs to the local residents, the criterion 

focuses on determining cost effective system alternatives that minimize taxes and 

local charges. Further, it addresses the goal of minimizing impacts on 

communities. 



Criterion: 

Indicators: 



Rationale: 



Criterion: 

Indicators: 



Rationale: 



Criterion: 

Indicators: 
Rationale: 



Potential Impact on Municipal Reserve Funds 

Total Amount of Reserve Funds 

Reserves per Household 

Reserves as a Percentage of Operating Expenditures 

Internal financing strategies to avoid debt or taxes decreases the effectiveness of 

reserve fund financing for other municipal priorities and reduces the 

municipality's ability to of&et unexpected budget expenditures. Further, it 

addresses the goal of minimizing impacts on communities. 

Potential for Impact on the Level of Municipal Service 

Total Municipal Wages, Salaries, Materials & Contract Expenditures per 

Household 

Current Expenditures by Department per Household 

Paying the same for less service is the same as a cost increase. To avoid an 

unnecessary debt burden to the local residents and allow for other local capital 

spending priorities, the criterion focuses on determining cost effective system 

alternatives that minimize debt burden. Further, it addresses the goal of 

minimizing impacts on hiunan communities. 

Potential for Impact on tlK Provincial TRasuiy 

Amount of Provincial Funding 

To completely capture the potential effect of system alternatives on the people 
of Ontario and to avoid an unnecessary or burdensome cost to either the local 
municipalities, or the private sector, the criterion focuses on determining cost 
effective alternatives in terms of Provincial mitigation. Further, it addresses the 
goal of minimizing impacts on human communities. 

During the course of this study, however, it was found that reliance on this 
criterion had to be lessened. Due to budget and social contract considerations, 



Page 12 



Ministry of Environment and Ener^ 
GTA 3Rs Analysis ■- Municipal Finance Technical Appendix 



the amount of grant funding beyond the current Provincial fiscal year is uncertain. 
In the extreme, the Province may find it necessary to address the funding 
assistance of each 3Rs alternative examined in this study on a case-by-case basis. 
Due to this, evaluations under this criterion became indeterminate. Actual 
resolution may possibly depend on actual funding negotiations with each Region. 

Criterion: Potential for Impact on Private Sector Industries 

Indicators: Amount of Private Sector Funding 

Amount of Private Sector Costs 

Amount of Costs Passed on Through Higher Prices 

Amount of Private Sector Costs Financed Through Taxes, Incentives, 

Economies etc. 
Rationale: To avoid unnecessary or burdensome costs being passed on to the private sector 

from the public sector, the criterion focuses on capturing the potential social 

effects on consumers while determining the system alternative cost on private 

sector industries within the GTA. 

Criterion: Potential for Impact on the Debt Burden on the Municipality 

Indicators: Amount of Debenture Debt 

Annual Debt Payments as a Percentage of Expenditures 
Available Debt Capacity (former OMB/MMA guideline) 

Rationale: To avoid an uimecessaiy debt burden to local residents and allow for other local 

. capital spending practices, the criterion focuses on determining cost effective 

system alternatives that minimize debt burdens. This in turn also minimizes 

future taxes and local changes to be paid by residents. Further, it addresses the 

goal of minimizing impacts on human communities. 

Comparing 3Rs activities from one Region to the next shows very different ways of organizing 
and financing municipal operations. Therefore, prior to describing the base financial profiles of 
the GTA municipalities, the following chapter describes the financing, operations and structure 
of 3Rs activities/programs in each of the Regions. 
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3.0 WASTE MANAGEMENT HNANCING 

In most all municipalities in Ontario, the budget approval process for the past few years was 
highlighted by Fiscal restraint. In the GTA municipalities, considerable efforts were placed on 
keeping budgets at prior j«ar levels, if not lower. For thiese reasons, the cost of 3Rs and 
specifically the Blue Box program received significant attention. 

Due to the fiscal relevance of 3Rs this chapter first describes the financial mechanisms used by 
each of the GTA Regions to finance 3Rs operations. The description indicates that each Region 
finances their programs differently. Notwithstanding these differences, however, portions of the 
cost of 3Rs in each Region must ultimately be borne by local residents. These costs are also 
summarized in this chapter. The chapter then describes future financial trends in the GTA along 
with future 3Rs commitments. 

While the following analysis focuses on the Regions directly affected by the IWA landfill sites, 
the Region of Halton is also included as it is a GTA region that undertakes significant 3Rs 
activities. By including Halton Region a complete picture of the various 3Rs activities in the 
GTA may be obtained and the differing costs and funding mechanisms may also be presented 
and compared. 



3.1 ANALYSIS OF EXISTING SYSTEM 
3.1.1 Financial Mechanisms 

On an operational level, the upper tier Regions in the GTA have jurisdiction over 3Rs 
processing, while the local municipalities are largely responsible for Blue Box and the collection 
of recyclables relating to other programs. While this can differ from one Region to the next, in 
financial terms, the mechanism in each Region can become quite tangled. In most cases, the 
upper tier assumes significant financial responsibility for 3Rs activities. This structure, though, 
has been challenged recently. For example, North York and Metropolitan Toronto recently 
disagreed on specific jurisdictional roles. Moreover, due to the lack of funds, the financial 
mechanism in Metro may change in the near future. This is partly the result of tipping fee 
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changes. As such, the dynamics of the financial situation underscore the need for a description 
of the relationships involved for each of the GTA Regions. It should be noted that the 
descriptions of the systems include actual reported financing costs and the operating structure 
for 199Z (Except in the case of Durham and York Regions whose operating results were not 
available and therefore 1993 and 1992 budget figures respectively were utilized.) 



Durfaam Regioii 

Figure 1 indicates that fmancial responsibility in terms of funding 3Rs in Durham remains for 
the most part the responsibility of the Region. The area municipalities undertake Blue Box 
collection and Durham Region reimburses each municipality via its Waste Management Reserve. 
In 1993, payments to the area municipalities were budgeted at $1.9 million for Blue Box 
collection. In terms of processing, the Region also uses a full cost recovery system. That is, a 
tipping fee of $105.00 was charged in 1992 and a $70.00 per tonne rate was budgeted for 1993 
for recyclable materials delivered to the Durham Recycling Centre. The tipping fee, however, 
is not anticipated to cover the total costs of collecting and processing recyclable materials. 
Operating shortfalls would be financed through the Waste Management Reserve and in 1993 this 
contribution represented $2,5%,000. All other programs aside from Blue Box are a direct 
expense to the municipality that provides the program. During budget deliberations Durham 
Regional staff were considering establishing a fully self-sufficient recycling tipping fee that would 
finance all 3Rs costs. If fully costed, this tipping fee would approach $250.00 per tonne. 

Since Regional Council adopted the 1993 Durham budget. Metropolitan Toronto revised its 
waste disposal fee that is charged to Durham Region (and subject to rebate) from $152.25 per 
tonne to $90.00 per tonne. (This has been further reduced to $50 per tonne in 1994.) As a 
result of this action, Durham Region budgeted its 3Rs processing fee at $70.00 per tonne. 



Metropolitan Toronto 

The financial responsibility for the collection, transfer, and processing of most 3Rs material 
remains with Metro. The area munidpatities undertake the physical collection of Blue Box 
material and the Cities of North York, Scarborough and Etobicoke operate their own composting 
and transfer facilities. Moreover, Metro compensates the local municipalities for their collection 
costs. Metro similarly offsets the three municipalities for the costs of the composting centres 
through a diversion credit system (at $26.50 per tonne for leaves and $35.00 per toime for yard 
waste). That is, the municipalities arc paid according to the volumes processed. (The City of 
Toronto does not take part in the direct Blue Box collection compensation program^ but rather 
operates on a diversion oedit system.) The funds to finance the 3Rs credits and Blue Box 
activities accumulated from the tipping fees charged at the Keele Valley and Brock Road landfill 
sites, and were drawn from Metro's Waste Management Reserve. 

It should be noted that fiscal responsibility for all other 3R5 programs aside from Blue Box and 
composting, remains a direct expense to the area municipality that performs the service/program. 
The financial structure is presented on Figure 2. 
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York Region 

In York Region, the area municipalities assume financial responsibility for collection and 
processing of Blue Box materials and all other 3Rs programs other than HHW and organic yard 
waste. These programs are funded through the local municipal levies. The costs for processing 
are based on a cost sharing approach. Each municipality is assessed the gross cost of processing 
less the revenues received from sale of materials. The costs are allocated to each municipality 
based on population, and a waste generation factor, not actual tonnage. It should be noted that, 
in 1992, the Region of York assumed some financial responsibility for the household hazardous 
waste and the organic yard waste programs. However, a tipping fee was charged to finance the 
programs, but it did not cover the operating costs of the programs and the Region financed the 
shortfall. The shortfall was funded by the Regional Waste Management Reserve Fund. This 
fund consists mainly of royalty revenue that accumulates from Metropolitan Toronto for the 
Keele Vall^ Landfill site. The financial structure is presented on Figure 3. 



Peel Region 

Since January, 1991 financial responsibility in terms of funding all programs has been a Regional 
responsibility. Tlie Region assumes financial responsibility for collection and processing which 
is fiinded through the reserve which accumulates firom the tipping fees charged for landfill waste 
(since 1978). The Region fiinds the net collection and processing costs of the area municipalities 
programs, that is, the cost after any revenues received from the sale of recyclable materials and 
grants. The financial structure is presented on Figure 4. 

The operational administration of the 3Rs programs m Peel Region is handled by the three area 
municipalities. These municipalities arrange the physical collection and processing of recyclable 
materials. All three area municipalities are responsible for and actively participate in, the 
residential Blue Box program (although the type of material accepted varies). The Region 
administrates and finances entirely the Reusable Goods Exchange Program, the Backyard 
Com poster program and the Recycling E)epots. 



HaltonRegioB 

In Halton, the Region assumes financial and operational responsibility for Blue Box collection 
which is funded through the Regional levy. In terms of processing, the Region also assumes 
some financial responsibility. A tipping fee of $100.00 per toime is charged to each municipality 
for recyclable materials delivered to the Halton MRF. The tipping fee charged does not 
necessarily cover the total costs of administering, collecting and processing of the recyclable 
materials. The tipping fee charged to each municipality is subsequently financed throu^ local 
property taxes. It should be noted that the fiscal responsibility most other 3Rs programs aside 
from Blue Box remains a direct expense to the area municipality that performs the 
service/program. The financial structiue is presented on Figure 5. 
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DIVERSION FUNDING MECHANISM, 1992 



PROCESS 



Cost of Diversion 

Costs inctude Ragiona! payments 
to Area MunicipatitJes to 
offset Blue Box collection costs 

$7.0 miNion 
1 



Tipping Fee of $70 per tonne 
charged to arM municipalibes 

Area Munidpeiities offset costs 
through taxes 

$3.2 milion 



Source Future Urban ResMrch 



AGENCY FUNDIhfG 



20% 



40% 



40% 



Provincial Grants & 
Material Sales 

Si .2 million 



Reserves 

Consistt of RoyaRtes ortginalV 
received from Metro Toronto 

$2.6 million 



REGION OF DURHAM 



PUBLIC FUNDING 



Disposal Tipping Fees 

Part of wortdrtg reserves are from 
disposal tipping fees 

(tipping fees are charged to area 
municipalities which in turn are 
collected from tocat taxes.) 



Ptopeity Taxes 

Commercial / Industrial /Business 
-3t% 

Residential Taxes -69% 



Ftgurel 
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DrVERSION FUNDING MECHANISM, 1992 



PROCESS 



Cost of Divereioii 

Costs incliKte Metro payments 
to Area Municipalities to 
offset Blue Box cotlectlon costs 

Diversion credits also paid to 3 
local recycling centres and the City 
of Toronto. 

$54.2 million 



13% 



87% 



AGENCY FUNDING 



Provincial Grants & 




Material Sales 




$7.2 


million 



Waste man a gement Reserve Fund 

Consisis of dispasal tipping fees 
from co nmef Ma l and industriat 
uaera coHected at the landfiU gate. 

$47.0 mHlien 



METRO TORONTO 



PUBLIC FUNDING 



hMe: Funding anarigements In Metro wi 
expire. Commercial >nd Induttrial 
waste diversion adivties. 



during 1993 and 1994 as funding agreements 
tonnage no longer is at a volume to support 



Source: Future Urban Researcti 



Figure 2 
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DIVERSION FUNDING MECHANISM, 1992 



PROCESS 



Cost of Diversion 

Costs include blue tsox collection 

costs undeftakeh t>y ttw area 

municipalities. 

Also Includes recyling centre 
costs. In 1992, Mar1(ham & 
Rictimond Hill recycling centres 
were in operation. In 1993, 
processing will tie centralized 
at the Regional level. 



$9.2 milion 




48% 



3% 



Area Municipatities ofhet 
collection costs ttvough taxes 

$0.6 miion 



AGENCY FUNDING 



Waste managenwnt Reserve Fund 

Constats of RoyaUss recaiwd from 
Metro Tofonto for tfie upeiatiuo of 
Iha KNie VaKay LandM Site. 

Reserve Funds ofhet Regional 
coats only. 

$4.4ndlion 



REGION OF YORK 



PUBLIC FUNDING 



Property Taxes: 

Commercial / Industrial / Business 
32% 

Residential - 68% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



Figures 
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DIVERSION FUNDING MECHANISM, 1992 



PRCXESS 



Cost of Dnwnion 
ncJudM bkis box cotecbon 
cocts undertaken by the vea 
municipelities. These coets are 
reimburead by the Region, via 
dtvef«ion credits. 

Also includes recyfing centre 
coets undertaken by the Region. 

$1 1 .6 million 



Source Future Urtisn Research 



36% 



64% 



AGENCY FUNDING 



Provincial Grants & 
Malertai Sates 



S4.2 mMon 



Waste Managsmant Reserve Fund 
Consists of tipping feet from 



ResidentisI tonnage charged to 
area municpelitiss through the 
tipping toe Is pl ic ad on taxes. 
$7.4 



REGION OF PEEL 



PUBLIC FUNDING 



Property Taxes: 



Commerctal / Industrial J Business 
-38% 

Residential - 62% 



Figure 4 



Page 20 



Ministry of Environment and Energy 
GTA 3Rs Analysis ■■ Municipal Finance Technical Appendix 



DIVERSION FUNDING MECHANISM, 1992 



PROCESS 



Cost of Diversion 

Costs include btue box collection 

costs undertaken by the srea 

municipalities. 

Also indtxles recyHng centre 
costs undertaken by the Region. 

S7.5 millkxi 



Tipping fee of $100 per tonne 
charged to am murMdpalities. 

Area Municipalities oflaet 
local collection and Regional 
tipping fee costs through taxes. 
$7.X mMien 



Source: Future Urtsn Research 



49% 



51% 



AGENCY FUNDING 



Provirtctal Grants & 

Material Sales 

$2.20 mlHton 



REGION OF HALTON 



PUBUC FUNDING 



Property Taxes: 

Commercial / Industrial / Business 
-31% 

Residential - 69% 



Figure t 
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3.2 THE COST OF 3Rs ACTIVITIES IN THE GTA 

Table 3-1 summarizes 3Rs costs in the GTA It is compiled from 1992 operating financial 
statements and excerpts from waste management reports. The detailed municipal breakdown of 
3Rs program costs is presented in Schedule B of this report. 

Tliis table demonstrates the gross and net costs of 3Rs activities on the individual households 
within the Regions. The table excludes the various internal financing sources that may be used 
to offset costs, such as, tipping fees or reserve fund financing. This is presented in this manner 
because regardless of internal (local) financing and after outside funding sources are taken into 
account, all charges ultimately are borne by the local taxpayer. This table takes into account: 
material sales and Provincial funding sources, and therefore excludes: internal financing, diversion 
credits, etc. The summary table also corresponds to the financing mechanism tables shown in 
Figures 1 through 5. . 

Table 3-1 also reflects the amount of commercial, industrial and business taxes paid at the local 
level so that a clear determination could be made of the remaining net household costs. Also, 
inter-municipal payments, mostly all from the Regions to the lower tier, to of&et diversion costs 
are accounted for in the analysts, so that proper consolidations can be made. 

The figures do not include the cost of disposing diversion material. Most Regions do not charge 
for this because it effectively represents an internal transfer from the diversion program to the 
disposal program. Our discussions with waste managers, however, suggest that this aspect is not 
material, ranging around 1 percent of total diversion volume. 

For the entire GTA residential 3Rs efforts in 1992 approached $89.6 million. While costs in 
Metro approached $54.2 million, 3Rs costs approached $35.4 million in the rest of the GTA 
Regions. This included: Peel Region - $11.6 million, York Region - $9,2 million, Durham 
Region - $6.9 million and Halton Region - $7.5 million. 

After material sales and MOEE funding of $18.9 million are considered, net operating costs 
approached $70.6 million. While net costs in Metro totalled $47.0 miUion net costs for the rest 
of the GTA Regions total $23.6 million. This is comprised of: Peel Region - $7.4 million, York 
Region - $4.9 million, Durham Region - $5.7 million and Halton Region S5.4 miUion. 

According to Resource Integration Systems Ltd. figures, total tonnage generated in 1992 in the 
GTA approached 1,872,607 toimes, with approximately 398,624 tonnes diverted from landfill and 
the remaining 1,455,983 tonnes going to landfill. This equates to an overall diversion of 
approximately 21 percent for the entire GTA. . 
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Table 3-1 



Total GTA 3Rs Costs 
1992 



Net Cost Residential Residential Residential 

Shaiv of Costs Cost 

Taxes Per Household 



Durham Region 


$5,758,350 


. 69% 


$3,944,470 


$28 


Metro Toronto 


47,046,995 


45% 


22,582,558 


26 


York Region 


4,988,208 


68% 


3,391,981 


21 


Peel Region 


7,460,817 


62% 


4,618,246 


20 


Halton Region 


5,401,033 


69% 


3,710,510 


33 



Source: Municipal Budgets 

Ministry of Municipal Affairs 

MARS (Municipal Archive Retrieval System), 



Table 3-1 also presents 3Rs costs on a household basis. To determine the household cost of 3Rs 
programs, a non-residential share of net costs was excluded from the calculations. This was done 
to reflect the fact that a portion of local taxes is paid by the commercial/industrial sector. 
Throughout the GTA, net costs in 1992 for 3Rs programs averaged $25.00 per household. This 
amount ranged from $26.00 per household in Metro to $25.00 per household in the rest of the 
GTA. Regionally, household costs were: Peel - $20.00 per household, York - $21.00 per 
household, Durham - $28.00 per household and Halton $33.00 per household. 

Table 3-2 shows the individual per household costs for 3Rs as compared to the household 
municipal tax levels (excluding schools). It is pointed out that not all of these costs are directly 
funded by the individual tax levies. In some Regions these costs are either funded by tipping fees 
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and/or reserve fund contributions. This table demonstrates, however, the relative magnitudes of 
net 3Rs costs as compared to municipal taxation. (Municipal taxation figures are detailed in 
Chapter 4 of this report entitled Municipal Finance Profiles.) 



'I'able 5.2 



Per HoDsebold 3Rs Costs 

Compared to MuniciiMl Taxation 

(Excluding School Levies) 

1992 



Taxation Cost of 3Rs 



Percent 



Durham Region 


$1,553 


$28 


1.8% 


Metro Toronto 


1.355 


m . 


1.5% 


York Region 


1,??'^ 


21 


1.7% 


Peel Region 


1,337 


m 


1.5% 


Halton Region 


1.290 


' m 


2.6% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



From this cost anatysis, the amount of increment to an augmented disposal tipping fee to fund 
diversion can also be detennined. Table 3-3 shows the current disposal volumes for each of the 
GTA Regions - a total of about 1.5 million tonnes of waste per year. Also, given the net cost 
for each Region's diversion programs shown above, an average increase of $50 per tonne of 
waste disposed would fund the current diversion programs. In each of the Regions, though this 
varies from $29 in Peel to $56 in Durham. 
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Disposal Tip Fee Licremetit 
for Diversion Programs 



Durham 



Metro 



York 



Table 3-3 



Peel Halton Total 



Tonnes 














Res Waste Diverted 


36,987 


201,177 


54,100 


59.967 


46,393 


398,624 


Res Waste Disposed 


103,091 


868.613 


142,150 


253,329 


88,800 


1,455,983 


Toul Res. Waste Generated 


140,078 


1,069.790 


196,250 


313.296 


135,193 


1,854,607 


% 


264% 


18.8% 


27.6% 


19 1% 


343% 


21.5% 


Diversion Cost ($000) 














Net 1992 Costs 


5.758 


47,047 


4,988 


7,461 


5,401 


70.655 


Diversion Cost per Tonne of 














Waste Disposed 


m 


■ m 


35 


29 


61 


49 



Source: Future Urban Research - Cost Figures 

Resource Integration Systems - Tonnage Amounts 



33 3Rs ACTTVmES IN THE GTA 

Each of the five regional municipalities in the Greater Toronto Area is actively engaged in 3Rs 
activities to help achieve Provincial waste diversion targets. The following section describes 3Rs 
programs/facilities currently in place within the GTA In addition, due to the fact that 3Rs 
diversion costs are directly affected by landfill tipping fees or avoided disposal costs, our analysis 
has included a brief review of the current landfill waste programs/facilities within the GTA. 

Historically, waste disposal services were available at cost However, waste management 
(disposal and 3Rs) is now entangled. The tipping fees charged for landfill disposal are not cost 
based but are set as deterrent prices or for revenue generation purposes designed to help fund 
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3Rs activities. For example, in Peel, municipal recycling is funded through the Regional Working 
Fund Reserve, which has accumulated from the excess of the landfill tipping fee charged, over 
the cost to dispose. This situation has reversed itself more recently with Metro's tipping fee 
reduction to $50 per tonne. However, more all encompassing waste management strategies are 
now being considered as an extension to waste disposal bag charges. Besides this, since waste 
diversion is considered to be a beneficial environmental goal subsidization of this program may 
increase in the future. 



33.1 The Regional Municipality of Durham 

The Region of Durham has implemented the following programs/facilities to divert waste from 
landfill: 

* bi-weekly curbside collection of Blue Box materials; 

* collection of bins of recyclables from multi-family units; 

* Igloo program that services both rural and high traffic urban public areas; 

" * household hazardous waste (HHW) programs including drop ofEs operated by 

Metro at various transfer stations; 

* residential backyard composting program; 

* waste reduction education program including display and promotional materials; 

* residential leaf and yard waste collection and composting programs (including 
centralized windrow facility); 

'* reuse and donation centres located at the landfill sites and Regional transfer 

stations; 

* residential recycling depots and transfer statiotK for white goods, rural 
households, HHW, tires, etc. situated throughout the Region; 

* Durham Recycling Centre(MRF) owned and operated by the Region; 

* special curbside collection of Christmas trees. 

According to figures provided by RIS, in 1992, 140,078 tonnes of residential waste were 
generated. Of this, 36,987 toiues were diverted from landfill and 103,091 were disposed, 
equating to a residential diversion rate of approximately 26% for residential waste. 



Collcctloii, Processing and Costs of 3Rs Pn^runs 

The area municipalities undertake Blue Box collection and Durham Region reimburses each 
municipality via its Waste Management Reserve. In 1993, payments to the area municipalities 
were budgeted at $1.9 million for Blue Box collection. In terms of processing, the Region also 
assumes some financial responsibility. A tipping fee of $105.00 was charged in 1992 and $70.00 
per tonne was budgeted for 1993 for recyclable materials delivered to the Durham Recycling 
Centre. The tipping fee, however, is not anticipated to cover the total costs of collecting and 
processing recyclable materials. Operating shortfalls would be financed through the Waste 
Management Reserve and in 1993 this contribution represents $2,5%,000. 
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Since Regional Council adopted the 1993 Durham budget. Metropolitan Toronto revised its 
waste disposal fee that is charged to Durham Region (and subject to rebate) from $152.25 per 
tonne to $90.00 per torme. As a result of this action, Durham Region budgeted its 3Rs 
processing fee at $70.00 per tonne. 

The gross operating expenditures incurred to provide 3Rs in Durham Region in 1992 totalled 
$6.9 million. In 1992, net revenues totalled $1.2 million, which included approximately $472,300 
in MOEE funding and $753,884 in material sales. The net cost to provide 3Rs facilities and 
programs in 1992 for Durham Region approached $5.7 million which equates to approximately 
$28.00 per household. The net costs includes all cost to run 3Rs programs/facilities in Durham 
Region less funding from outside sources. The detailed analysis of costs is presented in Schedule 
B of this report. 



CoUcctioii, Disposal and Financing of Landfill Waste 

The Region of Durham principally makes use of Metro's Brock landfill located in Pickering 
(within Durham), while a smaller site is still maintained in Brock Township. The Brock site 
accepts waste only from Brock Township, and is scheduled to close in apiiroximately six years. 

The individual area municipalities are responsible for the physical collection and disposal of 
landfill waste. The Region is charged a tipping fee ($152.25 per tonne) at the Metro owned 
landfill site, and they receive an offsetting rebate ($83.86 per tonne) based on population and 
a waste generation factor, from Metro for residential (normal municipal) waste. Durham Region 
itself recaptures net disposal oo&is through a tipping fee charged to the area municipalities. In 
1992 this tipping fee was $52.(K) per tonne and Durham increased this to $70.00 per tonne in 
1993. , . 



3J.2 Metropolitan Toronto 

Metropolitan Toronto has implemented the following programs/facilities to divert waste from 
landfUl: 

* residential weekly Blue Box recycling program including collection of bins of 
recyclables from multi-family units; 

* Igloo program that services both rural and high traffic urban public areas; 

* 10 household hazardous waste (HHW) depots and programs and two toxic taxis 
operated by Metro; 

* residential backyard composting program; 

* residential leaf and yard waste sites (6) and collection and composting programs; 

* waste reduction education program including Master Com poster program and a 
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consumer education program; 

* drop off depots/transfer stations that have bins specifically for cardboard, scrap 
metals, and recyclables; 

* 3 composting facilities and recycling depots in Scarborough, North York and 
Etobtcoke operated by the local municipalities. 

* reuse activities and centres; 

* 3 material recycling facilities, 2 of which are located on Commissioner Street and 
the third is located on Dufferin Street in Toronto; 

* curbside collection of white goods in East York, Etobicoke (includes drop-off) 
and YorL 

* special curbside collection of Christmas trees. 

According to figures provided by RIS, in 1992, 1,069,790 tonnes of residential waste was 
generated. Of this, 201,117 tonnes, was diverted from landfill and 868,613 tonnes were disposed 
equating to a residential diversion rate of approximately 19%. ' 



CoUectton, Processing and Costs of 3Rs Prognms 

The local municipalities undertake the collection of Blue Box material and the Cities of North 
York, Scarborough and Etobicoke operate their own composting and transfer facilities. 
Moreover, Metro compensates the local municipalities for their collection costs. Metro similarly 
offsets the three municipalities for the costs of the composting centres through a diversion credit 
system (at $26.50 per tonne for leaves and $35.00 per tonne for yard waste).. That is, the 
municipalities were paid according to the volumes processed. (The City of Toronto does not 
take part in the direct Blue Box collection compensation program, but rather operates on a 
diversion credit system.) The funds for the diversion credits and Blue Box collection are drawn 
from the tipping fees at the Keele Valley and Brock Road landfill sites, via Metro's Waste 
Management Reserve. The processing of recyclable material is directly a Metro responsibility. 

The gross operating expenditures incurred to provide 3Rs in Metro in 1992 totalled $54.2 million. 
In 1992, net revenues totalled $7.1 million. The net cost to provide 3Rs facilities and programs 
in 1992 for Metro approached $47.0 million which equates to approximately $26.00 per 
household. The net costs include all expenses needed to run 3Rs programs/facilities in Metro 
Region less funding ftom outside sources. The detailed analysis of costs is presented in Schedule 
B of this report. 

Colkctioii, Disposal ud Finaiiciiis of Landllli Waste 

Landfill waste management facilities and programs include: Keele Valley landfill site and the 
Brock West Landfill site located in Pickering within Durham. Approximately 70% of Metro's 
waste is disposed at the Keele Valley landfill site, and the remainder is disposed at the Brock 
west landfill site. 

At the present time, waste collection is an area municipality responsibility. The 1992 tipping fee 
for Metro landfills was $152.25 per tonne. If loads contained any recyclables, a higher rate of 
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$300.00/tonne was charged. Tipping fees for 1993 have now been reduced to $90.00 per tonne 
and this became effective May 1, 1993. 



33^ The Regional Municipality of York 

The Region of York is the only regional government within the GTA which does not co-ordinate 
the residential Blue Box program of its member municipalities. Each municipality is solely 
responsible for the implementation and operation of its own Blue Box recycling program. 
However, the Region does co-ordinate the HHW and organic yard waste programs. For ease 
of presentation we have presented the diversion programs/activities that are provided within the 
entire Region below. 

* residential Blue Box program; 

* collection of bins of materials from multi-family units; 

* residential recycling depot and transfer stations for goods that are particular to 
season or size including leaves, Christmas trees, brush and white goods; 

* household hazardous waste program including mobile depots and special 
collection days; 

* composting facility and provision of residential bacl^ard composting bins; 

^ two material recycling facilities scheduled to close and a Regional facility will 

open; 

residential leaf and yard waste collection and composting programs; 
reuse activities run by social organizations such as Goodwill; 
promotional/educational programs; 






According to figures provided by RIS, in 1992, 196,250 tonnes of residential waste was generated. 
Of this 54,101 tonnes was diverted from landfill and 142,150 tonnes was landfilled, equating to 
a residential diversion rate of approximately 28%. The Region has indicated that a pilot 
demonstration program designed to handle both recyclables and organic kitchen waste is 
scheduled to commence in September, 1993. 

Collectloii, Processing and Costs of 3Rs PropruBs 

In York Region, the area municipalities assume financial and operational responsibility for 
collection and processing of Blue Box materials and all other 3Rs programs other than HHW 
and organic yard waste. These programs are funded through the local municipal levies. The 
costs for processing are based on a cost sharing approach. Each municipality was assessed the 
grcss cost of processing less the revenues received from sale of materials. The costs are 
allocated to each municipality based on population, and a waste generation factor, not actual 
tonnage. It should be noted that, in 1992, the Region of York assumed some financial 
responsibility for the household hazardous waste and the organic yard waste programs. However, 
a tipping fee was charged to finance the programs, but it did not cover the operating costs of the 
programs and the Region financed the shortfall. The shortfall was funded by the Regional Waste 
Management Reserve Fund. This fund consists mainly of royalty revenue that accumulates from 
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Metropolitan Toronto for the Keele Valley Landfill site. 

The curbside collection of Blue Boxes in all of the area municipalities within York is contracted 
out to private firms, although for the most part the contractors use the area municipalities 
vehicles. York's Blue Box recycling system includes the operation of two municipally owned 
materials recycling facilities one located in Markham and the other in Richmond Hill. The 
facility in Markham services Aurora, King, Vaughan and Markham. The facility in Richmond 
Hill services East Gwillimbury, Newmarket, Whitchurch-Stouffville and Richmond Hill. 
Georgina's Blue Box recyclables are taken to the contractor's transfer station in Georgina where 
a processor from out of Region picks it up. 

The Region of York offered a mobile HHW collection program for eleven weeks in 1992 
(August 20 to October 31) in order to assist in the reduction of toxic materials going to landfill. 
Some toxic and hazardous materials (i.e. batteries, oil and paint, tires, propane containers) are 
recycled, however most of the hazardous and toxic materials collected are ultimately disposed 
of. York contracts with the private sector for processing and disposal of the materials. 
Approximately 10,407 vehicles delivered HHW in 1992. Collection is monitored as part of the 
Metro program therefore collection data is included in the Metro data. 

In addition to their residential Blue Box program, York Region has provided an organic yard 
waste composting facility. Approximately 16,300 tonnes of yard waste was received in 1992 from 
residential and IC&I sources. In 1992, the Region charged the area municipalities and industrial, 
commercial and institutional establishments that used the facility a tipping fee of $35.00 per 
tonne plus GST. Although residents that delivered their own yard waste to the facility were not 
charged a tipping fee. Any shortfalls in operations were financed through the Regional Waste 
Management Reserve Fund. Based on research completed by RIS, there are two privately 
owned facilities in York that are presently composting or producing animal feed from waste in 
the GTA 

Residential backyard composting is activefy promoted in York. It is the responsibility of the 
lower tier municipalities, although the Region has helped with some promotional efforts. By the 
end of 1992, 23,500 composting units had been distributed. 

AH area municipalities provide some curbside collection to residents for white goods. Only King 
Township reported operating a drop off service at its landfill. 

The gross operating expenditures incurred to provide 3Rs in York in 1992 totalled $9.2 million. 
In 1992, net revenues totalled $4.2 million. The net cost to provide 3Rs facilities and programs 
in 1992 for York approached $4.9 million which equates to approximately $21.00 per household. 
The net costs includes all cost to run 3Rs programs/facilities in York Region less funding from 
outside sources. The detailed analysis of costs is presented in Schedule B of this report. 
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Collection, and Disposal Financing of Landfill Waste 

Landfill waste management facilities and programs include the Keele Valley landfill site that 
Metro Toronto owns and operates, Gcorgina's landfill site and two small landfills in King 
Township. 

The majority of York Region's solid waste is disposed in Metro's Keele Valley landfill. The 
disposal needs of some of the smaller communities in the northern part of the Region are served 
by landfills in Georgina and King Townships. 

The individual area municipalities are responsible for the physical collection and disposal of 
landfill waste. The area municipalities are charged a tipping fee of $152.25 per tonne by Metro, 
however they receive a rebate based on the formula of 1.3 tonnes per household. In 1992, the 
rebate equated to $83.86 per tonne. The Metro tipping fees decreased to $90.00 per tonne as 
at May 1, 1993 and as at the date of this report they are anticipated to be $50.00 for 1994. 

The collection costs are passed on through the area municipalities tax bill, while the disposal 
costs arc passed through on the Regional levy. The tipping fee is based on actual tonnages while 
the rebate is based on theoretical tonnages and population. 



33 A The Regional Municipality of Peel 

The Region of Peel has implemented the following programs/facilities to divert waste from 
landfill: ' ■ 

* residential Blue Box pro-am; 

* collection of bin of recyclables fit)m multi-family units; 

* pilot demonstration program in Caledon for commercial Blue Boxes; 

* privately owned and operated MRF located in Mississauga for Brampton and 
Mississauga materials; 

* privately owned and operated MRF/transfcr stations (Bolton & Caledon); 

* household hazardous waste program operated in Brampton at the Britannia 
landfill site and Bolton Community Centre; 

* depots located at transfer stations of rural, self-haulers and multi-famUy dwellings 
not offered curbside; 

* savaging centre at the Caledon landfill site; 

* re<7cling drop off area at the Britannia Sanitary Landfill site; 

^ residential backyard composting program and composting area at Britannia and 

Caledon landfill site; 

* waste reduction education program including display and promotional materials; 

* residential leaf and yard waste collection program; 

* white goods pick up in Brampton and Mississauga and drop o£f in Caledon; 

* 2 reusable goods exchanges operated by the Region (Albion and Brampton); in 
Caledon; 
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* compost demonstration site for pilot wet/dry projects; 

* special curbside collection of Christmas trees. 

According to Ggures provided by RIS, in 1992, 313,296 tonnes of residential volume of waste was 
generated. Of this 59,%7 tonnes was diverted from landfill and 253,329 tonnes, was disposed 
equating to a diversion rate of approximately 20% for residential waste. The Region has 
indicated a need for a major waste diversion facility to help realize the provincial targets. 
Officials of the Region of Peel have expressed interest in the central composting facility which 
is currently under review in the Region of Halton. 



Collection, Processing and Costs of 3Rs Programs 

The administration of the 3Rs programs in Peel Region is handled by the three area 
municipalities. The individual municipalities arrange the physical collection and processing of 
recyclable materials. All three area municipalities are responsible for and actively participate 
in the residential Blue Box program although the type of material accepted varies. The 
residential Blue Box program is a well established municipal collection program serving over 
240,228 households, including 64,439 apartment buildings and 56,862 multiple-family dwellings. 
The area municipalities have also expanded their residential program to include "special" 
residential wastes. Materiak collected from each municipal special residential collection program 
include leaves, Christmas trees, brush and phone books. 

In addition to the residential Blue Box program, Caledon implemented a town wide user pay 
recycling system for its industrial and commercial sectors in late 1991. With the exception of 
Bolton, collection of recyclables is incorporated into Caledon's regular residential collection 
system. 

In addition to the residential Blue Box program, a recyclable materials drop-off area at the 
Britannia Sanitary Landfill site is available for use by residents and small businesses who wish 
to deposit materials such as brush, tires, drywall, clean fill, concrete, asphalt, and cardboard. 

The cities of Brampton and Mississauga offer pick up of large household appliances for recycling 
on regular garbage days. Appliances that are still in usable condition may be taken to any one 
of the three recycling depots in the Region. 

The recyclable materials collected curbside in Mississauga and Brampton are delivered to a 
private \{RF in Mississauga. The materials collected curbside in Caledon are taken to a transfer 
station within the Region, where the materials are inventoried and sold to material brokers 
directly. 

The Region provides a combination of depots (Mississauga, Brampton, Albion and Caledon) and 
HHW days for the collection of liquid hazardous wastes, used oil, car batteries, and propane 
cylinders. It is anticipated that approximately 408,500 litres of HHW would be diverted from 
landfill in 1993. This does not include an estimated 11,800 car batteries and 3,450 propane units. 
The depots also accept recyclable materials such as Blue Box materials, metal, tires, wood, 
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cardboard and newspaper. 

All three municipalities have their own leaf and yard waste composting programs. Until 1992 
Brampton owned and operated their own 5 acre site. The operation is now contracted out. 
Mississauga collects their leaf and yard waste which is delivered to the Region's compost facility 
at the Britannia landfill site. Some of the yard waste (20%) is handled at the City's centraliaed 
demonstration facility. Leaf and yard waste generated by residents of Caledon is collected and 
composted at the Caledon landfill site. 

In 1989, the Region began a reusable goods exchange program at the Caledon and Albion 
Sanitary Landfill Sites. There are also new reusable goods exchanges located at the recycling 
depots in Brampton, Caledon and Albion. 

Mississauga offers curbside pick up of white-goods. Caledon provides a drop off, while 
Brampton has both a drop off and curbside pick up. 

The Region of Peel has been actively providing backyard composters since 1985. In the period 
1990 to 1992 the Region had provided 50335 backyard composting bins to Peel residents. 

The gross operating expenditure incurred to provide 3Rs in Peel in 1992 totalled $11.6 millioa 
In 1992. net revenues totalled $4.1 million. The net cost to provide 3Rs facilities and programs 
in 1992 for Peel approached $7.4 million which equates to approximately $20.00 per household. 
The net costs includes all axt to run 3Rs programs/facUities in Peel Region less funding from 
outside sources. The detailed analysis of costs is presented in Schedule B of this report. 

Collectloii, Disposal and Finaiicliig of LaodflU Waste 

Landfill waste management facilities and programs include the Briunnia landfill site with small 
quantities going to the Caledon and Albion landfill sites. Peel Region's waste is disposed 
primarily in the Britannia landfill site, with small quantities going to the Caledon and Albion 
landfill sites. In addition, municipal waste goes to the Peel Resource Recovery facility which 
commenced operations in Februaiy, 1992, 

The individual area municipalities are responsible for the physical collection and disposal of 
landfill waste. The Region's tipping fee is $150.00, however in April 1993, Peel Regional Council 
voted to reduce its landfill tipping fee to $80.00/tonne for loads of mixed waste. 



33.5 RegloDal Mnnlclpallty of HaltoD 

The Region of Halton has implemented the following programs/facilities to divert waste from 

landfill: 

* bi-weekly Blue Box recycling program; 

• "Shared Responsibility Demonstration Project" >*1iereby the Region is responsible 
' exclusively for the collection of recyclables and the Province in conjunction with 
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the industrial/commercial sector are responsible for the provision of the material 
recycling facility (MRF); 

* Igloo program that services both rural and high traffic urban public areas; 

* household hazardous waste (HHW) programs in Burlington and Milton; 

* pilot HHW collection program that includes depots and the distribution of 500 
household hazardous waste containers to area residents; 

* residential backyard composting program; 

'*■ waste reduction education program including display and promotional materials; 

* Regional transfer stations that have bins speciBcally for cardboard, scrap metals, 
and recyclables; 

* 4 waste container stations/depots designed to accept residential and some IC&I 
recyclable materials; 

' recycling depots run by Waste Wise in Halton Hills for materials not accepted by 

the Blue Box; 
■ * 3 reuse centres; 

* residential leaf and yard waste programs; 

* special curbside collection of Christmas trees, pumpkins and white goods. 

According to figures provided by RIS, in 1992, 153,193 tonnes of residential volume of waste wais 
generated. Of this 64,393 tonnes was diverted from landfill and 8S,800 tonnes, was disposed 
equating to a residential diversion rate of approximately 34% for residential waste. The Region 
has indicated that a major waste diversion facility in the form of a central composting facility is 
under review. 



Collection, Processing and Costs of 3Its Programs 

Commencing February 1, 19SG the curbside collection of Blue Box materials in Halton Region 
was tendered by the Region out to a private hauler. The new contract initiated a bi-weekly 
collection cycle as well as expanded the range of materials collected. Items such as aluminum 
foil, HDPE, polystyrene and boxboard are now collected. 

In addition, the arrangement required the contractor to assume the maintenance of the existing 
recycling truck fleet thereby reducing overall fleet maintenance costs. The contract period is five 
years and includes all the area municipalities. 

The new agreement allows for collection of recyclable materials at single and multi-family 
residential units and apartment buildings but no longer allows for collection at institutional 
facilities such as non-profit organizations, municipal offices, and local hospitals. 

The area municipalities have also expanded their residential program to include "special" wastes. 
Special materials collected include leaves, Christmas trees, and brush. 

Coinciding with the new residential Blue Box collection contract is the introduction of the 
previously mentioned "Shared Responsibility Demonstration Project", whereby the Region is 
financial^ responsible for the collection of recyclables while the Province in conjunction with the 
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commercial/industrial sector (Bronte 3Rs) is responsible for operation of the materials recycling 
facility (MRF). The Province has provided a grant ($1.4 million) to the contractor, via the 
Region, for the costs associated with the processing of recyclable materials. 

One of the project's many objectives is to increase both the volume and range of materials 
collected and processed. Hal ton receives from MOEE $20.00/tonne in revenues for all 
residential recyclables delivered to the facility. 

At the time of writing officials at Halton Region and MOEE indicated that this pilot 
demonstration program is in its second and final year and may or may not continue. Halton 
Region also provides container facilities at the landfill site which accept recyclables. 

With respect to the Household Hazardous Waste Program, consideration is being given to 
expansion of the program to once weekly, compared to the current once monthly depot openings 
in Burlington. In addition, the Region is conducting a pilot HHW collection program whereby 
SOO household hazardous waste containers will be distributed to residents. The objective of this 
collection procedure is to reduce the costs of collection by providing the container to transport 
the materials to a central depot. The capital cost was financed through corporate donatiotis. 

At present, Halton has a contracted Igloo container collection program whereby the containers 
are placed at strategic locations for the collection of recyclables. ■ 

The gross operating expenditures incurred to provide 3Rs in Halton in 1992 totalled $7.5 million. 
In 1992, net revenues totalled $2.1 million. The net cost to provide 3Rs facilities and programs ' 
in 1992 for Halton approached $5.4 million which equates to approximately $33.00 per 
household. The net costs includes all cost to run 3Rs programs/facilities in Halton Region less 
funding from outside sources. The detailed analysis of costs is presented in Schedule B of this 
report. 



Collection and Disposal of Landfill Waste 

Landfill waste management facilities and programs include: 

'*^ $57.4 million for a new waste management site which commenced operations in 

late 1992; 
^ closed landfill sites which still require maintenance and monitoring; 

* container stations for receipt of small amounts of residential and HHW waste 

(closed late 1992). 

t 

The opening of the landfill site terminated the export of landfill waste to disposal sites outside 
Halton Region. 

At the present time, waste collection is an area municipal responsibility while waste disposal is 
a Regional (levy) responsibility. , , 
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The tipping fee for disposal has remained constant for 1993 at $150 per tonne despite declining 
tonnages. 



3.4 PROVINCIAL FUNDING 

The Ministry of the Environment and Energy provides funding and technical assistance for 
projects which help achieve the Provincial waste diversion targets. There are a number of 
different grants/programs currently in place which are described below. The continuation of 
these programs, however, is currently under review. 



3.4.1 Municipal Recycling Sqpport Grants 

These grants help the municipalities with the planning, implementation, operation and expansion 
of recycling projects. They help to reduce waste disposal requirements and provide other 
environmental benefits to Ontario. More specifically the municipal recycling support grants 
cover: . ' . • . 

* Capital costs: support for the costs of facilities and equipment needed by the 
project. 

* Operating costs: support for the cost of operating municipal recycling programs. 
Grant amounts are based on the lesser of a percentage of total costs or the net 
operational cost (costs less revenues). New municipalities can receive up to five 
years of funding. In year one, they arc eligible to recehfe up to 50 percent 
funding; 40 percent in year two and 33 percent in each of the three remaining 
years. Municipalities that were on the program as of April 1, 1991, and those 
that have expended the five year eligibility period on or prior to that date, are 
eligible to receive up to three additional years of funding at 33 percent 

* Feasibility studies: municipalities can recent grants up to 50 percent of the costs 
of feasibility studies to implement a recycling program 

* Promotion and advertising: grants up to 50 percent of promotional and 
advertising costs over five years. 

* Demonstration projects: grants up to 100 percent for the costs of demonstration 
projects designed to develop innovative recycling methods or technologies. 

* Education projects: grants up to $15,000 to support unique educational projects 
designed to raise the awareness and understanding of the 3Rs. 

The Table 3-4 summarizes the Municipal Recycling Support Grant Expenditures for the fiscal 
yeare 1989 to 1993, 
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Table 3-4 




Municipal Recycling Support Grant 






in the GTA 




Year 


Capital ($) Operating ($) 


Total ($) 


1989 


1,256,321 1.484,695 


2,741,016 


1990 


3,060397 3.741,056 


6,801,453 


1991 


3.597,261 9.245,832 


12,843,093 


1992 


1,112,187 • • 6314,857 


7,427,044 


1993 


34,539 525,918 


560,457 


Total 


9,060,705 . 21312358 


30373,063 


Source: MOEE, 


Waste Reduction Office 


* 






Table 3-5 




Municipal Reduction/Reuae Grants 




. 


in the GTA 




• - 


■- , ' ' 


CorapoBtlns 


Year 


CapiuKS) Operating ($) ToUl ($) 


Units 


1989 


377,607 966 378,573 


16,180 


1990 


611,678 77.123 688,801 


24,720 


1991 


• 1,695,492 76,828 1,772320 


85,145 


1992 


2,722,018 238,861 2.960,879 


94346 


1993 


478,694 9,421 488,115 


15,482 



Total 5,885,489 

Source: MOEE, Waste Reduction Office 



403,199 



6,288,688 



235,873 



3.4.2 Municipal Reductlon/Reose Grants 

These grants are aimed at reducing the amount of waste going into the municipal waste stream. 
More specifically, these include projects to encourage less packaging, home composting projects 
and the development of new prcxluct approaches. The grants cover: 

* Capita! costs: grants of up to 66 percent of the purchase cost of home composters. 
Support for other types of reduction projects are considered on a case-by-case basis. 

* Developmental costs: development of creative materials or approaches may be 
funded up to 100 percent to a limit of $25,000. 

* Promotional costs: grants of up to 50 percent are available for municipal solid waste 
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audits and public education. 

The Table 3-5 summarizes the Municipal Reduction/Reuse Program Expenditures for the fiscal 
years 1989 to 1993. 



3.4J 3Rs Funding Program 

These grants are for projects that recover materials from the mixed waste stream. Assistance 
is available to establish facilities to recover or process paper, compost, aluminum, steel, glass, 
plastic or other materials. Grants are available for: . 

*' Capital costs: grants up to one third of the costs of facilities; 

* Research/development costs: grants up to 100 percent of the projects cost of 

demonstrating or evaluating the proposal 

The following table summarizes the 3Rs Funding Program Expenditures for the fiscal years 1990 
to 1992. • "» 



Table 3-6 



' 


3Rs Fandliig fYngnm 
In the GTA 




Year 


CapiUl Expenditure 


1990 
1991 
1992 




281,819 

5M,561 

2,699368 


Total 




3,501,748 


Source: MOEE, Waste Reduction Office 





3.4.4 Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program 

This program helps to divert hazardous waste away from municipal landfills and sewage 
treatment systems. Grants are available for special waste days/weekends or events and 
permanent depots. The amount of funding is limited to 50 percent of the incurred costs up to 
$5,000 per year. Funding can increase by an additional $10,000 for a total maximum grant of 
$15,000, or a part of $10,000 equivalent of the collected volume of waste diverted from disposal 
to reuse, recycling or refining or 50 percent of the total project cost, which ever is less. 
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3.4.5 Financial Assistance Program 

The program assists with the implementation of new or expanded existing waste management 
facilities such as landfill sites, transfer stations and processing facilities. Eligible activities range 
from capital costs associated with construction, equipment, land and design, and includes 
Environmental Assessment hearing costs if associated with a master plan. Private waste 
management facilities are not funded except where a municipality can demonstrate that it does 
not have the resources to establish and operate a waste management facility. Applicants are 
placed in groups based on population in order to ensure fair and equitable distribution of funds. 



3.5 PRIVATE FUNDING 

OMMRI: Corporations in Support of Recycling is founded on a forerunner organization, Ontario 
Multi-Material Recycling Incorporated, whose membership comprises of the soft drink industry, 
and its container and container material suppliers. This organization worked closely with 
municipalities and the Ministry of the Environment and Energy to increase the number of "Blue 
Box" households to two million from 150,000, the number of boxes in use in 1986. It also helped 
fund recycling programs for 144,000 apartment units and 113,000 rural residences. Although 
their original four year, $20 million mandate has been met, the soft drink indmtry continues to 
support multi-material recycling through OMMRI: Corporations m Support of Recycling. 

At the beginning of 1990, six industry sectors responded to the Government of Ontario's 
challenge to broaden private sector involvement in waste reduction activities. Signing a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the government, they established a cooperative 
arrangement to help develop a province-wide waste reduction system based on the Blue Box 
recyctog program. Industry agreed to provide $45 million over five years, 1990 to 1994, to help 
fund the system. It created OMMRI: Corporations in Support of Recycling to distribute the 
funds. 

OMMRI currently contributes one-third of the capital costs of Blue Boxes, recycling trucks and 
processing equipment to municipal recycling organizations as well as assistance for costs 
associated with promoting, launching and expanding municipal recycling programs. 

As of January 8, 1992 OMMRI has put all requests for funding in the GTA on hold. According 
to representatives of OMMRI they will continue to place all funding requests (except for the 
Crinc operation in Metro that commenced operations in May, 1992) on hold until the 
Government honours the Memorandum of Understanding that calls for "level playing field 
legislation" whereby all industry would be required to become involved in the funding of recycling 
activities. It should be noted that OMMRI is paying outstanding commitments in 1993. 

Future initiatives of OMMRI's include a cooperative program with the Ontario Soft Drink 
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Association's (OSDA) which developed a Top-Up formula to ensure that the cost of recycling 
soft drink containers in the Blue Box program is not bom by the municipal tax payer. In 1992, 
the operating subsidy was determined to be $50.00 per tonne of soft drink material recycled. 
The program has processed approximately $380,000 in operating grants so far. ... 



3.6 FUTURE 3Rs CAPITAL COMMITMENTS 

This section of the report presents the analysis of the committed capital programs for future 
diversion activities. The analysis included a review of each Region's and Area Municipalities' 
most recent current and five year capital budgets and development charges study where 
available. In the case of Durham and York Regions the most recent capital budget available was 
1993 while in Metro, Peel and Halton Regions the 1994 capital budgets were utilized. It should 
be noted that, in the case of Peel, the 1994 Council approved capital budget was utilized. Any 
changes that may impact the committed programs, as a result of internal management reports, 
were dealt with in the costs that RIS provided for the alternative systems analysis. In addition, 
the analysis included telephone interviews with various Regional staff to augment the budget 
information provided. 





,. ,. . 


i+ ■ j 


Tabic 3-7 


• i 


3Rs Capital Commitments 
in the GTA 




Region 


Most Recent 
Commitments 


Five Year 
Commitments 


Not IdentWed 
in Budgets 


Total 
Program 


Durham 

Metro 

York 

Peel 

Halton 


388,400 

1,567,000 

2,785,100 

24,100,000 




2,800,000 
2,121,000 

58,700,000 
252,000 


25,000,000 


3,188,400 

3,688,000 

2,785,100 

82,300,000 

25,252,000 


Total GTA 28,840,500 


63,373,000 


25,?*!2,000 


117,213,500 


Source: 1993 and/or 1994 Municipal Capital Budgets 




.■•■■ 



The analysis includes new capital or program items that would potentially change existing 
financing requirements. More specifically, the activities presented only include expenditures that 
could potentially increase the amount of tonnage diverted, therefore inflation increases to existing 
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budget items have not been included. 

Table 3-7 presents a summary of the 1993/94 capital and program commitments as well as capital 
and program commitments for the years 1994/95 to 1997/98, for the entire GTA. In the case of 
Halton Region, Table 3-7 also includes other items that have received Council approval, but 
were not included in the capital budget. 



3.6.1 Durham Region 

The review of Durham Region's 1993 Current arid Capital Budgets and five year forecast for 3Rs 
indicated the following: 

S2.7 million has been allocated in the 1993 capital budget for the design, construction 
and equipment for an expansion to the Regional Recycling Centre. Approximately, 
$302,400 has been allocated in 1993 and the remaining $Z4 million in the years 1994 
to 1997. ... 

$486,000 has been allocated in the 1993 operating budget as a result of the 
. introduction of the sale of home composters, and as a result of changes related to 
3Rs programs. 



Durham Region and the local municipalities anticipate spending a total of S3.1 million ($388,400 
plus $2.8 million) over the next five years. This total capital cost, as modified by RIS, has been 
used to evaluate the relative effects of each of the alternative diversion systems. 



3.6.2 Metropolitan Toronto 

The review of Metro Toronto's 1994 Capital Budget and five year forecast for Waste Diversion 
indicated the following had been committed: 



$2.4 million has been allocated in the capital budget for equipment for the MRF. and 
depot on Commissioner Street. Approximately $704,000 has been allocated in 1994. 

$3.5 million has been allocated for recycling programs with $1.4 million being 
included in the 1994 capital budget 

$98,000 has been allocated in the year 1994 for the purchase of equipment and 
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construction of a special wood shredding facility. 

Metro Region and the local municipalities anticipate spending a total of $3.6 million ($1.5 million 
plus $2.1 million) over the next five years (1995-1998). The budget also indicates that $304,000 
of this capital program will continue after 1998. The capital cost used to evaluate the relative 
effects of each of the alternative diversion systems includes the $304,000 committed post 1998. 
This total capital cost, as modified by RIS, has been used to evaluate the relative effects of each 
of the alternative diversion systems. 

It should be noted that Metro has decreased its committed capital expenditures considerably in 
its 1994 capital budget relative to 1993. An examination of the 1993 capital budget and five year 
program indicated that approximately $140.0 million had been committed to 3Rs expenditures 
previously. 



3.63 York Region 

A review of York Region's 1991 Development Charge Policy Report and the 1993 Budget Detail 
for Environmental Services including 3Rs indicated the following: 

$22 million has been allocated in the budget for a Regional Materials Recovery 
Facility. The existing municipal facilities will terminate operations when the Regional 
facility commences operations. 

$445,100 has been allocated in the budget as a result of an increase in payments to 
contractors as a result of an increase in the service level in the Household Hazardous 
Waste Program. 

$116,000 has been allocated in the budget a& a result of an increase in payments to 
contractors as a result of an increase in the service level in the Organic Yard Waste 
operations. 

York Region and the local municipalities anticipate spending a total of $2.7 million in 1993. It 
is important to note that at the present time the Region of York does not prepare a five year 
capital forecast for Waste Management Therefore, the above mentioned 1993 total capital cost 
of $2.7 million has been used to evaluate the relative effects of each of the alternative diversion 
systems. This total capital cost, as modified by RIS, has been used to evaluate the relative 
effects of each of the alternative diversion systems. 
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3.6.4 Peel Region 

A review of Peel Region's 1994 Capital and Operating Budgets for Waste Diversion indicated 
the following: 

S24.0 million has been allocated to design and construct seven community recycling 
centres/depots/satellite drop -off facilities: three in Mississauga, two in Brampton and 
one in Caledon which would accept recyclables, household hazardous waste, reusable 
items and residential waste. SZO million has been budgeted in 1994 and $22.0 million 
has been budgeted for the facilities between the years 1995 to 1998, According to 
officials at the Region, the facilities may or may not proceed. 

SI 7.0 million has been allocated in the 1994 budget for the design and construction 
of a Material Recovery Facility to process residential recyclable materials from Blue 
Box collections, Community Recycling Centres and the new mini depots. 

S18.2 million has been budgeted to establish a central composting facility either in 
Peel or in conjunction with Halton Region in the years 199S to 1998. Due to the 
uncertainty of the coiifiguration of the facility, incremental operating costs have not 
been included in this analysis. 

S300,00 has been allocated in the budgets, for the design and construction of mini 
recycling depots to service residents who caimot be serviced by conventional methods 
(i.e. container stations). 

SSOO.OOO has been allocated in the budgets to cover unexpected expenses relating to 
future facilities and planning. Si 00.000 has been allocated in 1994 while $400,000 has 
been allocated in the years 1995 to 1998. 

$5.0 million has been allocated in the budgets for the design, construction and 
equipment related to a yard waste composting facility. 

$17.2 million has been allocated in the budgets for to supply household collection 
containers. $22 million has been allocated in 1995 and the remaining $15.0 million 
has been allocated in 1S>9S. 

Peel Region and the local municipalities anticipate spending a total of $82.3 million ($24.1 
million in 1994 plus $58.2 million in the years 1995 to 1998) over the next five years. This total 
capital cost, as modified by RIS, has b^n used to evaluate the relative effects of each of the 
alternative diversion systems. 
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3.6.5 Halton Region 



The review of Halton Region's 1994 Capital and Operating Budgets and five year forecast for 
3Rs indicated that the following had been committed: 

$252,000 has been allocated in the 1994 capital budget for repairs and renovations 
to the MRF located in OakviUe. 

$25.0 million has been allocated for the design and construction of a Regional 
Composting Facility. At the present time the facility is under review while the 
Region works out the details of ownership and sizing. It is important to note that no 
provision has been made for the facility in the 1994 Capital Budget and five year 
forecast However, we have assumed that the Region would proceed with the facility 
and incur the above mentioned capital cost 

Halton Region and the local municipalities anticipate spending a total of $25.2 million ($252,000 
in 1994 plus $25.0 million in 1995 to 1998) over the next five years. 
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4.0 MUNICIPAL FINANCE PROnLES 

This chapter presents financial profiles for each of the Regions within the GTA. The profiles 
are presented as baseline background information and will be used to test the alternative 
diversion systems to isolate the Lancia] implications of the alternative systems. Although the 
baseUne fmancial profiles are presented, no intention has been made to assess the alternative 
diversion systems in terms of the financial capability of the individual municipalities in the GTA 
and their abilities to absorb additional costs. Before detailing the individual financial profiles, 
an overview of selected municipal finance items is presented. 

As discussed in the methodology section of this report, the financial profiles are based on 1992 
(MARS) data, that being the most recent complete set of data available. To supplement the 
MARS information the Ontario Gazette was used to obtain the 1993 equalization factors to 
apply to the residential and commercial assessments. The equalization factor was used to bring 
all Regions to the same base year. The equalization factors are revised every three years. Prior 
to the 1993 revision, 1990 factors were the most recent. The 1993 equalization factors were used 
as they were the most recent and represent more realistically the current real estate market 
characteristics. They, however, do not directly match with the 1992 financial data used in this 
analysis. Due to this, a review of property value changes between 1992 and 1993 was made to 
determine a possible variance range. 

Based on a review of the "Survey of Canadian House Prices for Toronto and Surrounding Areas 
(Fall 1993)," prepared by Royal LePage, it is clear that property values in York and Durham 
were greater in 1992 than in 19^. On the other hand, variations (both increases and decreases) 
do occur in Peel and Metro Toronto. This is derived from a sampling of standard two^storey 
home prices throughout the GTA The change from 1992 is relevant in terms of the equalization 
factors that were tjscd in this report to arrive at equalized property assessment in each 
municipality. Due to the change in year-to-year value, Durham Region's equalized assessment 
may be understated by between 2% to 9%. In York Region, these values may be understated 
by 2% to 8% and Halton -5%. In Metro and Peel, housing prices in same areas actually rose, 
while others declined. Therefore depending on aggregate changes, range of variance implies that 
the equalized assessment may be understated by as much as 15 and/or overstated by 6% in 
Metro and understated by 4% and overstated by 2% in Peel. 



Pagt4S 



Ministry of Environment and Ener^ 
GTA 3Rs Analysis -• Municipai Finance Technical Appendix 



4.1 OVERVIEW 

Each of the GTA Regions has very different Financial characteristics which are impacted by the 
following economic indicators: 

the size of the commercial and industrial sector within the Region's tax bfise; 

the sources of revenue available to finance expenditures; 

the actual level of service expenditures; 

the amount of debt carried by the tax payers; 

the amount of reserves available to fund expenditures. 

the actual (or average) level of property taxes. 



It can be seen that each Region has a different mix and blend of financial characteristics. 
Specifically, after reviewing the financial base information the following pattern can be discerned: 

* Metropolitan Toronto is able to undertake m uch more costly service expenditures 
while maintaining similar tax levels as other Regions due to its large diversified 
commercial and industrial tax base (at 45 percent of total property assessment - 
- Table 4-1) to draw on; . 

* The Region of Durham and Metropolitan Toronto rely more on Provincial 
Grants (at 30 percent of total revenue - Table 4-1 ) than the other GTA Regions. 
This may be partly a result of the Province's funding formulae for general welfare 
assistance. 

* The Region of Halton has the lowest level of operating expenditures per 
household (at $3,269 per household - Table 4-1) for combined Regional and 
local service operations than the remainder of the GTA Regions. Metro has the 
highest level of operating expenditures at $6,038 per household partly due to 
some of its services such as the TTC that are not provided in other GTA 
Regions. 

* The Region of Halton maintains the lowest level of per household expenditures 
for local service operations ($1,430 ~ Table 4-1) and the second lowest for 
Regional operations ($1,572). 
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CTA EXISTING FINANCIAL CONDITIONS (1992) 



TABLE 4-1 



HOUSEHOLDS 

ASSESSMENT 
Rendcntiai % 
Commercial */• 

AVERAGE TAX (S/ Hsid) 
Local 
Regional 
School] 

Other Direct Charges 
Total 

REVENUE (SOOO'i) 
Municipal Propertj' Taxation 
Retidcntial &. farm 
Comiii/Ind./But. 
Other Special Charges 
School Tues 
Total 

REVENUE DISTRIBUTION (SOOO'i) 
Property Taxation (Local)* 
CooAJncoaditioBal Grants 
Payments in Lieu of Taxes 
Fees & Service Charges 
Program Revenues 
Total 

OPERATING EXPENDITURES (S/hsId) 

CAPITAL FUND REVENUES (S/faald) 

CAPITAL FUND 
EXPENDITURES (S/hsId) 

LONG TERM DEBT (S/bsld) 

DEBT CHARGES (S/hsld) 

RESERVES (S/hild) 



DURHAM 


METRO 


YORK 


PEEL 




HALTON 


(S) 


(%) 


(S) 


(V.) 


(S) 


(%) 


(S) 


(%) 


($) (%) 


U0.831 


85 
15 


875.021 


if 
if 


161.654 


n 


236.775 


m 

m 


111,586 


676 


22 


479 


17 


582 


18 


546 


18 


604 21 


548 


18 


677 


24 


368 


11 


478 


16 


408 14 


1,562 


50 


1,416 


51 


2,072 


63 


1.740 


57 


1,573 55 


328 


11 


199 


7 


273 


8 


314 


10 


278 10 


3,114 


100 


2,771 


100 


3.295 


100 


3,078 


100 


2,863 100 



150,275 


31 


981,779 


21 


166.331 


22 


243.261 


23 


117.242 


28 


69,236 


14 


1,061.613 


23 


77.948 


10 


149.449 


14 


53.504 


13 








105.028 


2 


8.312 


! 














259,601 


54 


2,505.252 


54 


496.925 


66 


653,867 


62 


242,412 


59 


479.112 


100 


4,653,672 


100 


749,516 


100 


1.046.577 


100 


413,158 


100 


219.512 


38 


2,148,420 


41 


252,590 


46 


392,711 


45 


170.746 


47 


170.573 


30 


1,578,194 


30 


143.211 


26 


223,525 


25 


87.360 


24 


n,8S2 


2 


152,131 


3 


3,078 


1 


20.999 


2 


6.016 


2 


39,025 


10 


421,228 


8 


60,533 


11 


62,038 


7 


23.683 


7 


111,548 


19 


8%.564 


17 


87,315 


16 


181.478 


21 


76.098 


21 


572,510 


100 


5,1%,537 


100 


546.727 


100 


880,751 


100 


363.903 


100 


4,057 




6.038 




3,667 




3,730 




3.269 




1,155 


• ■ 


807 




998 




1,061 




1,272 




"■ m^ 




860 




862 




800 




1.037 




iM 




1.200 




826 




618 




1.346 




'm 




263 




94 




160 




237 




1,576 




1,107 




1.796 




3.428 




1,589 





'DifTerenccs in over/under levies have been added to Regional levy. 



SOURCE: MARS 1992. Ministry of Municipal Affain 
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The Regions of Durham and Peel have the lowest levels of debt (at $511 and 
$618 per household, respectively) of all the GTA Regions. This results in a low 
debt capacity guideline, as provided by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs. (This 
excludes debt related to the York-Durham Sewage System which is Provincially 
operated.) 

The debt capacity guideline was previously administered by the Ontario 
Municipal Board and is now within the auspices of the Ministry of Municipal 
Affairs (MMA). (See Bill 165 An Act to Amend Certain Acts Related to 
Municipalities - Royal Assent June 25, 1992 and Ontario Regulations 710/92 
made under the Municipal Act.) It is defined as debt charges (principal and 
interest) taken as a percentage of total operating expenditures. For the Regions 
of Durham and York these ratios have been calculated at 2.3 percent in Durham 
and 2.6 percent in York. 

(Peel Region does not use this guideline for internal purposes since it ignores 
uncontrollable Provincial program expenses administered at the municipal level. 
Notwithstanding this, and despite disentanglement efforts, the guideline is stiU 
official MMA policy.) 

The Region of Peel has the largest level of reserve funds at $3,428 per household 
(Table 4-1) as compared to the other GTA Regions. Among other things these 
funds are used to finance 3Rs programs. 

All Regions rely heavily (38 to 47%) on local property taxation as a source of 
revenue. 



4.1.1 Comparative Tax Levels 

A relatively consistent level of municipal taxation, for local and Regional purposes, excluding 
schools but including user charges such as water rates, was found. In 1992, municipal taxation 
per household in each of the GTA Regions was; 
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Table 4-2 



1992 




Average Tax Levels Per Household 




(Excluding Schools) 




Durham Region 


$ 1,553 


Metro Region 


1,355 


Peel Region 


1,337 


Hal ton Region 


1,290 


York Region 


1,223 



Source: Future Urban Research 



The taxation data are summarized on Table 4-1 and also presented graphically in this chapter. 



4.2 GTA Financial Summaiy 

The following section highlights selected municipal finance information for the GTA Regions. 
This information is reproduced from Table 4-1 and is drawn from Schedule A, which presents 
detailed financial summaries for each of the GTA Regions as well as for all the individual area 
municipalities. 

The purpose of the analysis was to quantify the financial position of the GTA Regions and to 
evaluate whether their financial positions should preclude them from entertaining any of the 
alternative systems. The analysis will indicate that from the perspective of debt and debt 
charges, operating expenditures, revenues and even future capital expenditures that each of the 
GTA Regions would be capable of entertaining the alternative systems put forth in Chapter 5 
of this report. However, each alternative would have a different effect on the financial situation 
in each of the GTA Regions, which is also presented and discussed in Chapter 5. 

I^roperty Assessment 

When the relative sizes of the residential versus the commercial/industrial sectors are compared, 
the data suggests that Halton, Peel and York are similar, with residential sectors representing 
between 73 and 74 percent of the tax base. Metro Region on the other hand, maintains a larger 
commercial/industrial sector at 45 percent with the residential sector making up the remaining 
difference. This is significant from a taxation point of view, as the residential sector pays taxes 
at a discounted mill rate (15 percent), while the commercial/industrial sector pays business taxes 
in addition to property taxes. Durham Region maintains the smallest commercial/industrial 
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sector at just 15 jjercent of the tax base and therefore has a lower percentage of business tax 
paid in addition to property taxes. 



Figure 4-1 



Assessment Composition 




Durtiam Peel Halton Yoric Metro 



□ Residential Assessment % ■ Comm'l/lnd'I Assessment % 



Source: MARS, 1992, Ministry of Municipal Affairs 
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Reveoue Composition 

While the Regions of Halton and York rely most heavily on property taxation (47 percent of 
revenues) as a funding source, Durham and Metro Toronto have the least reliance on taxation 
(38 percent and 41 percent, respectively). In both cases, the Region of Durham and Metro 
Toronto rely more on Provincial Grants (30 percent) of revenues. 



Figure 4-2 



Revenue Composition 
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Source: MARS, 1992, Ministry of Municipal Affairs 
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Operating Expenditures 

In the GTA, total service expenditures, exceeded S7.6 billion in 1992. This was composed of: 
Halton -- $365 million; York -- $593 million; Durham -- $571 million; Peel -- $883 million; 
and. Metropolitan Toronto — $5.3 billion. When expressed on a per household basis, service 
expenditures range as high as $6,038 in Metro for both local and regional purposes to: $3,269 
in Halton Region; $3,730 in Peel Region; $4,057 in Durham and $3,667 in York Region. The 
relatively high service expenditures in Metro include services that are not provided in the other 
GTA Regions such as, the TTC, Housing and special event programs. 



Figure 4-3 



Operating Expenditures Per Household 
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Source: MARS, 1992, Ministry of Municipal Affairs 
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Debt and Debt Chaiiges ^ 

In the GTA, total long term liabilities in 19S>2 approached $1^ billion. This consisted of: 
Durham $72 million; York - $133 million; Halton - $150 milUon; Peel -- $146 million; and 
Metro - $1.0 billion. On a per household basis, debt per household ranges from $1,346 in 
Halton to $1,200 in Metro, $826 in York, $61^ in Peel and $511 in Durham. While Halton, 
Metro and York refy more on debenture financing, Peel and Durham fund more of their capital 
expenditures directly from the tax levy. When expressed as a percentage of operating 
expenditures, debt charges approach 7.2 percent in Halton, 43 percent in Peel, 4.4 percent in 
Metro, Z6 percent in York and 23 percent in Durham. 



Figure 4-4 



Debt Charges as a Percent of Expenditures 




HaKon 



Metro 



York 



Peel 



Durtiam 



Source: MARS, 1992, Ministiy of Municipal Affairs 
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Reserves and Reserve Funds 

Reserves and reserve funds are used for both capital and current operatioDal purposes. In 1992, 
reserves and reserve funds totalled %23 billion in the GTA. This represented an average of 
about Sl.lOO per household. Reserves totalled $968 million in Metro, $812 million in Peel, $290 
million in York, $222 million in Durham and $177 million in Halton. Specifically, reserves in 
each of the Regions approached $3,428 per household in Peel, $1,796 per household in York, 
$1^89 in Halton, $1,576 in Durham and $1407 in Metro. 



Figure IS 



Reserves Per Household 




Metro Durham Halton 



York 



Peel 



Source: MARS, 1992, Ministiy of Munidpal Affairs 
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43 DURHAM REGION 

Table 4-3 summarizes the financial profile for Durham Region and its constituent area 
municipalities. A complete financial profile is presented in Schedule A. 



43.1 Property Assessment, Tax and Other Revenue 

On average, residential assessment in Durham Region in 1992 approached 85 percent of the 
total tax base, with the commercial/industrial sector representing the remaining 15 percent. 
However, the residential/commercial split ranged quite considerably. The Cities of Oshawa and 
Whitby maintained a commerciaL/industrial sector that ranged between 21 and 24 percent of the 
tax base. In the smaller municipalities, however, the commercial/ industrial sectors ranged 
between 6 and 12 percent of the tax base. 

On average, residential property taxes in Durham Region approached S3,115 per household in 
1992. This consisted of $676.00 for local purposes; $548.00 per household for the Regional levy; 
$328.00 in direct charges and, Sl,56Z00 for school purposes. In 1992, the school portion of 
property taxes approached 50 percent, with the Regional levy approaching 18 percent and the 
local levy being 22 percent While property taxes for Regional and local purposes totalled $220 
million in 1992, 68 percent ($150 million) was derived from the residential sector with 32 percent 
(S69 million) paid by the commercial^industrial sector (Schedule A, Durham). 

In total in 1992, property taxes represented 38 percent of all of the municipalities' revenue 
sources. Provincial and Federal grants totalled $170 million in 1992 and this represented 30.0 
percent of total revenue. Similarfy, program revenue totalled $111 million in 1992 representing 
19 percent. 



43.2 Operating ExpendUnres 

In total, operating expenditures in the Durham area approached $571 million in 1992. The 
Region itself accounted for $355 million, or 62 percent of total Expenditures related primarily 
to Social Services - 166.8 million; Waterworks and Sanitary Sewage -$91.7 million; and. Police 
- $94.0 million (Schedule A, Durham). Local expenditures, on the other hand, related primarily 
to Road Maintenance and Repair - $86.7 million; Recreation - $53.2 million; and. Fire 
Protection - $38.8 million and Planning- $13.2 million (Schedule A, Durham). 



Waste Management costs in Durham Region (Region and area municipalities) totalled $20 
million in 1992. This includes approximately $5.7 million for 3Rs programs which represented 
1.0 percent of the total Region's 1992 operating expenditures of $571.3 miUion. 
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When expressed on a per household basis total Regional expenditures approached $4,057.00 per 
household with Regional expenditures representing approximately 62% of the total and local 
expenditures representing the remaining 38%. 



4 J J Capital Expenditures and Reserves 

In 1992, capital expenditures for the Durham area (Region and area municipalities) approached 
$106 million and this consisted mainly of Road Maintenance and Repair - $47.3 million; Water 
and sewer - $62.2 million; Recreation - $1 1 .0 million; General Government - $2.6 million, Police 
and Fire Protection - $5.5 million and other capital costs - $20.0 million (Schedule A, Durham). 
These capital expenditures were funded from: reserves and reserve funds - 20 percent; general 
tax revenue 32 percent; Provincial Grants - 15 percent; debenture borrowing 30 percent and 
other revenue 3 percent (Schedule A, Durham). 

Total outstanding debt in Durham in 1992 approached $71.9 million, of which $11.8 was held by 
the Region itself. This represented an average of $511.00 per household when both the Region 
and area municipalities are combined. To finance this debt, debt charges in Durham totaUed 
$13.2 million and this represented about $94.00 per household. When expressed as a percenUge 
of expenditures, which is the Ministry of Municipal Affairs debt capacity guideline, debt charges 
for the entire Regional area in 1992 represented 2.3 percent. 

In 19W, reserve funds totalled $222 million for both the Region and the area municipalities. The 
Region itself maintained $113.5 million in reserves and reserve funds while the area 
municipalities maintained $108.5 mUlion. When combined, these funds represented a 39 percent 
coverage of annual operating expenditures and, in total, these funds approach $1,576.00 per 
household. 
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4.4 METROPOLITAN TORONTO 



4.4.1 Property Assessment, Tax and Other Revenue 

On average, residential assessment in Metropolitan Toronto in 1992 approached 55 percent of 
the total tax base, with the commercial/industrial sector representing the remaining 45 percent. 
This residential/commercial split is relatively consistent throughout Metro except for the smaller 
municipalities. The City of Toronto maintained the highest commercial ratio in 1992 at 56.0 
percent, while Etobicoke, Scarborough, and North York ranged between commercial ratios of 
36 to 44 percent. At the same time, York and East York, however, maintained a 
commercial/industrial sector that represented between 24 and 26 percent of the tax base. 

On average, residential property taxes in Metropolitan Toronto Region approached $2,771 per 
household in 1992. This consisted of $479.00 for local purposes; $677.00 per household for the 
Regional levy; $199.00 for direct charges, and, $1,416 for school purposes. In 1S>92, the school 
portion of property taxes approached 51 percent, with the Regional levy approaching 24 percent 
with the local levy being 17 percent. While property taxes for Regional and local purposes 
totalled $2.1 billion in 1992, 51 percent ($1,086 billion) was derived from the residential sector 
with 49 percent ($1,062 billion) paid by the commercial/industrial sector (Schedule A Metro). 

In total in 1992, property taxes represented 41 |>ercent of all of the municipalities' revenue 
sources. Provincial and Federal grants totalled $1.6 billion in 1992 and this represented 
approximately 30 percent of total revenue. Similarly, program revenue (user charges, water 
revenues, recreation fees, etc.) touUed $8%.6 million in 1992 and this represented 17 percent 
of ail revenue. 



4.4.2 Operating Expenditares 

Operating expenditures in Metropolitan Toronto Region approached $5.3 billion in 1992. Metro 
itself accounted for $3.7 billion, with the area municipalities totalling $1.6 billion. Metro 
expenditures related primarily to: Social Services -- $1.5 billion; Transportation -- $8533 million; 
Police -- $586.6 million; and, Waterworks and Sanitary Sewage - $236.5 million (Schedule A, 
Metro). Local expenditures, related primarily to: Recreation - $361.1 million; General 
Government - $333.9 million; Fire Protection - $289.9 million; Road Maintenance and Repair - 
$51.6 million; and Planning - $61.1 million (Schedule A Metro). When expressed on a per 
household basis Metro's expenditures approach $6,038 per household. 

Total Waste Management costs in the Metropolitan Toronto Region (Region and area 
municipalities) totalled $187.8 million b 1992. When the 1992 costs of $47.0 million for 3Rs are 
compared, it can be shown that waste diversion represented 0.9 percent of the total area's 1992 
operating expenditures of $5.3 billion. 
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4.4J Capital Expenditures and Reserves 

In 1992. capital expenditures for the Metro Region approached $753 million and this consisted 
mainly of Transportation and Road Maintenance - $306.4 million; Water and sewer - $130.4 
million; General Government - $86.6 million; Recreation - $95.9 million; Solid Waste 
Management - $17.4 million and, other capital spending - $116.3 million (Schedule A, Metro). 
These capital expenditures were funded from: general tax revenue 20 percent; reserves and 
reserve funds - 18 percent; Provincial Grants - 26 percent; debenture borrowing - 22 percent 
and other capital financing - 14 percent (Schedule A, Metro). 

Total outstanding debt in the Metro area in 1992 exceeded $1.0 billion, of which $512.6 was held 
by Metro itself. This represented an average of $1,200.00 per household when both the Metro 
and area municipalities are combined. To finance this debt, debt charges in the Metropolitan 
Toronto area total $230.0 million which represents about $263.00 per household. When 
expressed as a percentage of expenditures, which is the Ministry of Municipal Affairs debt 
capacity guideline, debt charges for the entire Regional area in 1992 represented 4.4 percent 

In 1992, reserve funds totalled 968.4 million for Metro. Metro itself maintained $332.0 miHion 
in reserves and reserve funds while the area municipalities maintained $636.4 miUion. Combined, 
these funds represent an 18 percent coverage of annual operating expenditures and, in total, 
these funds approach $1,107.00 per household. 
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METROPOLITAN TORONTO FINANf lAL PROFILE 
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4.5 YORK REGION 



4.5.1 Property Assessment, Tax and Other Revenue 

On average, residential assessment in York Region in 1992 approached 73 percent of the total 
tax base, with the commercial/industrial sector representing the remaining 27 percent. This 
residential/commercial split, however, ranged considerably. On the one hand, the City of 
Vaughan maintained a commercial/industrial sector that represented 38 percent of the tax base. 
Newmarket and Richmond Hill maintained commercial/ industrial ratios between 22 and 24 
percent. In the smaller municipalities, however, the commercial/industrial sectors ranged 
between 8 and 17 percent of the tax base. 

On average, residential property taxes in York Region approached $3,295 per household in 1992. 
This consisted of $582.00 for local purposes; $368.00 for the Regional levy; $273.00 in direct 
charges and, $2,072 for school purposes. In 1992, the school portion of property taxes 
approached 63 percent, with the Regional levy approaching 11 percent with the local levy being 
18 percent. While property taxes for Regional and local purposes totalled $253 million in 1992, 
69 percent ($174.6 million) was derived from the residential sector with 31 percent ($77.9 
million) paid by the commercial/industrial sector (Schedule A, York). 

In total in 1992, property taxes represented 46 percent of all of the municipalities revenue 
sources. Provincial and Federal grants totalled $143.2 million in 1992 and this represented 26 
percent of total revenue. Similarly, program revenue (user charges, water revenues, recreation 
fees, etc.) totalled $87.3 million in 1992 and this represented 16 percent of all revenue. 



4.5.2 Operating Expenditores 

Operating expenditures in York Region approached $593 million in 1992. The Region itself 
accounted for $285 million, with the area municipalities totalling $308 million. Regional 
expenditures related primarily to Social Services - $118.7 million; Police -- $59.3 million; and. 
Waterworks and Sanitaiy Sewage - $74.6 million (Schedule A, York). Local Qq)enditures, on 
the other hand, related primarily to Recreation - $71.3 million; Road Maintenance and Repair - 
$60.3 million; Fire Protection - $44.2 million and Planning -$12-5 million (Schedule A, York). 
When expressed on a per household basis Regional expenditures approach $3,667.00. 

Total Waste Management costs in York Region (Region and area municipalities) totalled $41.6 
million in 1992. When the 1992 costs of $4.9 million for 3Rs are compared, it can be shown that 
3Rs programs represented less than 1 percent of the total Region's 1992 total operating 
expenditures of $592.8 miUion. 
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4.53 Capital Expenditures and Reseires 

In 1992, capital expenditures for York Region approached $139.4 million and this consisted 
mainly of Road Maintenance and Repair - $53.3 million; Recreation - $32.0 million; General 
Government - $29.9 million; Water and Sewer - $17.0 million and capital costs for other purposes 
- $7.2 million (Schedule A, York). These capital expenditures were funded from: reserves and 
reserve funds - 40 percent; debenture borrowing - 30 percent; Provincial Grants - 14 percent; 
general tax revenue 10 percent and other capital financing -6 percent (Schedule A, York). 

Total outstanding debt in the York area in 1992 approached $13.4 million, of which $39.9 was 
held by the Region. This represented an average of $826.00 per household when both the 
Region and area municipalities are combined. To finance this debt, debt charges in York 
totalled $15.2 million per year which represented about $94.00 per household. When expressed 
as a percentage of expenditures, which is the Ministry of Municipal Affairs debt capacity 
guideline, debt charges for the entire Region area in 1992 represented 2.6 percent. 

In 1992, reserve funds totalled 290.2 million for the Region and the area municipalities. The 
Region itself maintained $107.4 million in reserves and reserve funds while the area 
municipalities maintained $182.8 million. When combined, these funds represented a 50 percent 
coverage of annual operating expenditures and, in total, these funds approach $1,796.00 per 
household. 
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YORK REGi6N FINANCIAL PROFILE 
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4.6 PEEL REGION 

Table 4-6 summarizes the financial profile for Peel Region and its constituent area municipalities. 
A complete financial profile is presented in Schedule A. 



4.6.1 Property Assessment, Tax and Other Revenue 

On average, residential assessment in Peel Region in 1992 approached 82 percent of the total 
tax base, with the commercial/Industrial sector representing the remaining 18 percent. This 
residential/commercial split was relatively similar throughout Peel Region. The City of 
Mississauga maintained a commercial/industrial sector that represented 18 percent of the tax 
base, while Brampton's ratio approached 17 percent. Caledon's ratio approached 14 percent. 

On average, residential property taxes in Peel Region approached $3,077 per household in 1992. 
This consisted of 5546.00 for local purposes; $47^00 per household for the Regional levy; 
$314.00 for direct charges and, $1,740 for school purposes. In 1992, the school portion of 
property taxes approached 57 percent, with the Regional levy approaching 16 percent and the 
local levy being 18 percent. While property taxes for Regional and local purposes totalled $393 
million in 1992, 62 percent ($243.2 million) was dcrivwl firom the residential sector with 38 
percent ($149.4 million) paid by the commercial/industrial sector (Schedule A, Peel). 

In total in 1992, property taxes represented 45 percent of all of the municipalities revenue 
sources. Provincial and Federal grants totalled $222.5 million in 1992 and this represented 25 
percent of total revenue. Similarly, program revenue (user charges, water revenues, recreation 
fees, etc.) totalled $181.4 million in 1992 and this represented 21 percent. 



4.6.2 Operating Expenditures 

Operating expenditures in Peel Region approached $883 million in 1992. The Region itself 
accounted for $476 million, with Mississauga touUing $269 million, Brampton $120 million and 
Caledon $17 million. Regional expenditures related primarily to: Social Services - $193 million; 
Waterworks and Sanitary Sewage - $117 million; and, Police - $114 million (Schedule A, Peel). 
Local expenditures related primarily related to: Road Maintenance and Repair - $128 million; 
Recreation - $823 million; Fire Protection - $68.0 million and Planning - $13.3 million (Schedule 
A, Peel). When expressed on a per household basis total Regional expenditures approach 
$3,730.00. 

Waste Management costs in Peel Region (Region and area municipalities) totalled $32.4 million 
in 1992. When the 1992 costs of $7.5 million for 3Rs are compared, it can be shown that they 
represent less than 1.0 percent of the Regions 1992 total operating expenditures of $883 million. 



Page 64 



Mirustry of Environment and Ener^ 
GTA 3Rs Analysis - Municipal Finance Technical Appendix 



4.63 Capital Expenditures and Reserves 

In 1992, capital expenditures for Peel Region approached $189.4 million and this consisted 
mainly of Road Maintenance and Repair - $.66.7 million; Recreation - $36.7 million; Water and 
sewer - $47.1 million; General Government - $14.9 million. Solid Waste - $6.0 million and other 
capital costs ~ $18.0 million (Schedule A, Peel). These capital expenditures were funded from: 
reserves and reserve funds - 50 percent; Debentures - 26.0 percent: Provincial Grants - 10 
percent; general tax revenue 11 percent and other financing 3 percent (Schedule A, Peel). 

Total outstanding debt in the Peel in 1992 approached $146.4 million, of which $52.5 was held 
by the Region. This represented an average of $618.00 per household. To finance this debt, 
debt charges in Peel area totalled $37.9 million and this represented about $160.00 per 
household. When expressed as a percentage of expenditures, which is the Ministry of Municipal 
Affairs debt capacity guideline, debt charges for the entire Region in 1992 represented 4.3 
percent. 

In 1992, reserve funds totalled 811.7 million for the total Region. The Region itself maintained 
$376.1 million in reserves and reserve funds while the area municipalities maintained $435.6 
million. When combined, these funds represented a 92 percent coverage of annual operating 
expenditures and, in total, these funds approach $3,428.00 per household. 
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PEEL REGION FINANCIAL PROFILE 
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4.7.1 Property Assessment, Tax and Other Revenue 

On average, residential assessment in Halton Region in 1992 approached 74 percent of the total 
tax base, with the commercial/industrial sector representing the remaining 26 percent. This 
residentiaiycommercial split was relatively similar throughout Halton Region. The Town of 
Milton maintained the largest commercial/industrial sector, at approximately 31 percent, follo\yed 
closely by Burlington and OakviHe at 26 percent of the tax base. 

On average, residential property taxes in Halton Region approached $2,863 per household in 
1992. This consisted of $604.00 for local purposes; $408.00 per household for the Regional levy; 
$278.00 in direct charges and, $1,573 for school purposes. In 1992, the school portion of 
property taxes approached 55 percent, with the Regional levy approaching 14 percent, the local 
levy being 21 percent and direct charges approached 10 percent. While property taxes for 
Regional and local purposes totalled $170.7 million in 1992, 69 percent ($117.2 million) was 
derived from the residential sector with 31 percent ($53.5 million) paid by the 
commercial/industrial sector (Schedule A, Halton). 

In total in 1992, property taxes represented 47 percent of all of the municipalities revenue 
sources. Provincial and Federal grants totalled $87.3 million in 1992 which represented 24 
percent of total revenue. Similarly, program revenue (user charges, water revenues, recreation 
fees, etc.) totalled $76.0 million in 1992 which represented 21 percent. On average, non-tax 
revenues approached $29.7 million or 8.2 percent of total revenue in 1992. ^ 



4.7.2 Operating ExpenditDres 

Operating expenditures in Halton Region approached $364.8 million in 1992. The Region itself 
accounted for $200 million, with Burlington and Oakville exceeding $165 million. Regional 
ecpenditures related primarily to: Waterworks and Sanitary Sewage -- $47.1 million; Social 
Services - $65.4 million; and, Police - $35.7 million (Schedule A, Halton). Local expenditures 
related primarily to: Road Maintenance and Repair - $51.0 million; Recreation - $44.4 million; 
Fire Protection - $27.4 million and Planning - $6.6 million (Schedule A, Halton). 

Total Waste Management costs in Halton Region (Region and area municipalities) totalled $26.9 
million in 1992. When the 1992 costs of $5.4 million for 3Rs are compared, it can be shown that 
they represented 1.5 percent of the total Region's 1992 operating expenditures. 

Regional expenditures expressed on a per household basis approach $3,269.00 with local 
expenditures representing 45 percent and Regional expenditures representing 55 percent. • 
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4.7 J Capital Expenditures and Reserves 

In 1992, capital expenditures for Halton Region a:pproached $115.7 million and this consisted 
primariiy of Road Maintenance and Repair - $48.3 million; Water and sewer - $15.8 million; 
Recreation - $7.8 million; General Government - $3.1 million, Solid Waste - $14.2 million and 
other capital costs -- $26.5 million (Schedule A, Halton). Capital expenditures were funded 
from: reserves and reserve funds - 31 percent; Provincial Grants - 22 percent; general tax 
revenue 13 percent; debenture borrowing - 32 percent and other revenue 2% (Schedule A, 
Halton). 

Total outstanding debt in Halton in .1992 approached $150 million, of which $100 million was 
held by the Region. This represented an average of $1346.00 per household when both the 
Region and area municipalities were combined. To pay this debt, debt charges in Halton totalled 
$26.4 million per year and this represented about $237.00 per household. When expressed as 
a percentage of expenditures, which is the Ministry of Municipal Affairs debt capacity guideline, 
debt charges for the entire Regional area in 1992 represented 73 percent (A ratio approaching 
20 percent is considered high.) 

In 1992, reserve funds totalled $1773 million for the Region. The Region itself maintained $89.2 
million in reserves and reserve funds while the area municipalities maintaiined $88.1 million. 
When combined, these funds represented a 49 percent coverage of annual operating 
expenditures and, in total, these bind& approach $1,589.00 per household. 
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4.8 FUTURE CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 

The future capital costs and obligations of each Region in the GTA have been analyzed, along 
with the proposed financing structure to enable a comparison of future total capital costs among 
the GTA Regions. More specifically, the future total costs have been analyzed relative to future 
capital costs for 3Rs. The total capital obligations/projections were derived from the capital 
budgets and forecasts that Future Urban Research received from each of the area municipalities 
within the GTA and are representative of the years 1993 to 1997. On the other hand, the capital 
commitments for 3Rs represent the most recent available capital forecasts and are for the 
periods 1993 to 1997 and/or 1994 to 1998. 

Table 4.2 presents a summary of the 1993/94 to lS>97/98 total capital relative to 3Rs capital 
forecasts for the Region's within the GTA The GTA municipalities have identified a total of 
$11.3 billion in forecast capital projects during the 1993/94 through 1997/98 period. By 
comparison, the GTA municipalities have identified a total of $117.2 million (Chapter 3) in 
capital projects for 3Rs, representing approximately 1.0 percent of the total capital forecast. 



Tabk4-8 
1993/94 - 1997/98 Tot^l Ca|rital Forecast Relative to 3Rs Capital Forecast 
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4.8.1 Durttam Region 

An examination of the Durham Region 1993 Capital Budget and forecast to 1997 as well as an 
internal report prepared by the Region indicated that an estimated $814 million has been 
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allcxa ted/proposed for future capital expenditures. Further, approximately $467 million, or 
57.4% of the total, has been allocated by the Region with the area municipalities aUocating the 
remaining ($347 million). A review of proposed capital financing indicated that approximately 
25% would be financed through tax revenue, 16% through debentures, 19% through reserves, 
26% through grants and the remainder (14%) through other sources. 

By comparison, Durham Region has indicated that $3.1 million in capital programs has been 
committed for the same period for 3Rs, which represents 0.4% of the proposed total capital 
program. 



4.8.2 Metro Toronto 

An examination of Metro's 1993 - 1997 Capital Program, and a combination of the 1992 and 
1993 capital budgets and forecasts for the sbc area municipalities indicated that an estimated $6.7 
billion has been allocated/proposed for future capital expenditures. Further, approximately $4.9 
billion, or 74% of the total, has been allocated by the Region with the area municipalities 
aUocating the remainder ($1.7 billion). Approximately 60% of the proposed expenditures would 
be for transportation. A review of the proposed capital financing indicated approximately 13% 
would be financed through tax revenue, 29% through debentures, 14% through reserves, and 
42% through grants and 2% from other sources. 

By comparison, Metro has indicated that $3.7 million in capital programs will be committed 
during the 1994 through 1998 period to 3Rs, which represents 0.1 percent of the proposed total 
capital program. 



4.S3 YorkRegton 

An examination of York Region's 1992 Capital Budget and forecast to 1996, and a combination 
of the 1992 and 1993 capital budgets and forecasts for the nine area municipalities indicated that 
an estimated $U billion has been allocated/proposed for future capital expenditures. Further, 
approximately $559 million, or 42% of the total, has been allocated by the Region with the area 
municipalities aUocating the remainder ($773 milUon). However, it should be noted that due to 
the fact that Future Urban Research was unable to obtain the capital forecasts from Markham, 
Newmarket, Vaughan, Whitchurch/Stou£fville, and Georgina the projections for these 
munictpaUties were, in the interest of conservatism, kept stable with the latest available year for 
which we had capital information. According to the Commissioner of Finance for York Region, 
many of the area municipalities within the Region do not complete capital budgets and forecasts, 
however this practice is currently under review at the Regional level. A review of the proposed 
capital financing indicated approximately 20% woukl be financed through tax revenue, 15% 
through debentures, 48% through reserves, and 10% through grants and 7% from other sources. 
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By comparison, York has indicated that $2.8 million in capital programs has been committed 
during the same period to 3Rs, which represents 0.2% of the proposed total capital program. 



4.8.4 Peel Region 

An examination of Peel Region's 1993 Capital Budget and forecast to 1997, and a combination 
of the 1992 and 1993 capital budgets and forecasts for the three area municipalities indicated 
that an estimated $1.7 billion has been allocated/proposed for future capital expenditures. 
Further, approximately 50% of the total has been allocated by the Region with the area 
municipalities allocating the remainder, j^proximatcty 70% of the proposed expenditures would 
be for transportation, 33% for recreation and 21% for waste management. A review of the 
proposed capital financing indicated approximately 11% would be fmanced through tax revenue, 
19% through debentures, 45% through reserves, and 18% through grants and 7% from other 
sources. 

By comparison. Peel has indicated that $82.3 million in capital programs will be committed 
during the 1994 through 1998 period to 3Rs, which represents 4.8 percent of the proposed total 
capital program. 



4.8.5 Halton Region 

An examination of Halton Region's 1993 Preliminary Rate Supported Budget and the 1993 
Preliminary Tax Supponed Budget which included the 1994 to 2002 budget forecast, and the 
various area municipalities 1992 capital budgets and forecasts indicated that an estimated $743 
million has been allocated/proposed for future capital expenditures. Further, approximately $359 
million, or 48.3% of the. total, has been allocated by the Region with the area municipalities 
allocating the remainder ($384 million). Further, approximately 67% of the proposed 
expenditures would be for transportation (38%) and the environment (water and sewer, 29%). 
A review of the proposed capital financing indicated approximately 14% would be financed 
through tax revenue, 29% through debentures, 37% tbfougb resert^s, and 20% through grants. 

By comparison, Halton Region has indicated that $25.2 million in capital programs will be 
committed during the same period to 3Rs, which represents 3.4% of the proposed total capital 
program. 
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5.0 ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION OF THE 3Rs SYSTEMS 

5.1 OVERVIEW AND METHODOLOGY 

This section of the report details the assessment and evaluation of the alternative 3Rs systems, 
undertaken for each Region with respect to the Muiiicipal Finance discipline. To examine the 
effects of the six diversion system alternatives, and rank the results, the criteria and indicators 
originally developed in the initial stages of the study were used. These are repeated as follows. 

Potential Impact on L4)ca] Taxpayen 

Total Increase in Net General Municipal Levy 
Net General Municipal Levy, adjusted for commercial/industrial 
property assessment, expressed on per household basis 

Potential for Impact on the Debt Burden on the Mnnidpality 

Amount of Debenture Debt 

Annual E)ebt Payments as a Percentage of Expenditure ' 

Available Debt Capacity 

(Former OMB/MMA guideline) 

Potential Impact on Mnnicipal Reserve Funds 

Total Amount of Reserve Funds 

Reserves per Household 

Reserves as a Percentage of Operating Expenditures 

Potential for Impact on the Level of Municipal Service 

Total Municipal Wages, Salaries, Materials & Contract 

Expenditures per household 
Current Expenditures by Department per Household 

Potential for Impact on the Provincial Treasuiy 
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Amount of Provincial Funding 

During the course of this study, however, it was found that reliance on this 
criteria had to be reduced. Due to budget and social contract considerations, the 
amount of grant funding beyond the current Provincial fiscal year is uncertain. 
In the extreme, the Province may find it necessary to address the funding 
assistance of each 3Rs alternative examined in this study on a case-by-case basis. 
Due to this, evaluations under this criteria became indeterminate. Actual 
resolution may possibly depend on actual funding negotiations with each Region. 

Potential for Impact on Private Sector Industries 

Amount of Private Sector Funding , 

Amount of Private Sector Costs ... 

Amount of Costs Passed on Through Higher Prices 

Amount of Private Sector Costs Financed Through Taxes, 

Incentives, Economies, etc. - 

In addition to the criteria, a specific methodology was utilized in the preparation of the effects 
analysis. , ^ 

The analysis uses the year 2000 for the evaluation of effects. The start up date for most of the 
alternative systems is 19% with a gradual phase in period to the year 2000, at which time the 
programs and facilities may be mature and stabilized. (The existing/committed system may have 
implementation of some components prior to 1996 and therefore full system development or 
maturity may occur prior to the year 2000). It was also assumed that all facilities required to 
support or manage projected waste volumes in the year 2015 would be in place by the year 2000. 

The effects analysis does consider the direct impacts on the private sector related to the IC&I 
systems. Private sector effects in the Municipal Fmance analysis relate solely to residential 
systems. Since the analysis assumes the continuation of existing municipal funding mechanisms, 
the private sector is effected through property taxation. That is, a portion of diversion costs are 
levied in local taxes. 

To evaluate the effects, the Municipal Finance analysis has used 1992 as the existing year or 
starting point upon which the costs of the alternative systems were superimposed. The cost of 
diversion activities as well as the financial profiles which comprise the existing system data for 
each Region were presented in chapters 3.0 and 4.0 of this report 

With respect to the analysis of the existing system, RIS determined that maintaining the existing 
(1992) 3Rs system would result in a significant deterioration of diversion rates. Therefore, RIS 
developed a capital/facility program that would aUow the current level of service to be 
maintained to service future population increases. Therefore, in this Municipal Finance report 
the future effects for the existing system were also examined and accounted for. The resulting 
increase in household taxation takes into account the cost of additional programs and/or facilities 
to maintain the existing service level. 
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For each of the alternative systems, RIS provided capital cost estimates that included buildings, 
equipment and vehicles. This municipal finance analysts used debenture financing to fund 
facilities and major capital items and operating budgets to fund vehicles and equipment. This 
approach has the effect of staging the system implementation according to the number of 
vehicles that can be replaced each year within municipal budgets. This has the largest 
significance when considering the wet/dry and mixed waste systems. One the one hand, these 
systems are the most expensive alternatives and therefore lowest ranked in this analysis. 
Therefore any further effort to hasten the vehicle purchase only serves to reduce an already low 
ranking. On the other hand, the cost effect of hastening vehicle purchases can be accommodated 
within the sensitivity analysis presented for each Region. 

RIS developed a direct cost system which assumes a "Pay by the Bag" structure for which each 
garbage bag placed curbside would cost Sl.OO. Multi-family units not receiving curbside service 
are not included in the revenue projections. Revenues for each region assume that each 
household uses an average of 100 bags per year. Under the direct cost system there are two 
methods of charging for waste collection. The first method is a tax neutral approach whereby 
property taxes would be reduced by the amount of the bag charge. The second method is an 
additional tax option and expects that bag charges are collected in addition to normal tax leveb. 

In the municipal finance analysis, capital and operating costs of the alternative systems were 
financed through conventional means. While the effect on reserve funds is identified as a 
criteria, the use of these funds to finance costs is a municipal decision and was avoided where 
possible. This allowed most cost effects to fall directly on to taxes as a source of financing. 
While somewhat unrealistic, it provided for a consistent effects analysis for each Region. This 
non use of reserve funds, coupled with the study's inability to forecast Provincial funding 
mitigation, means that the analysts is a worst case tax effect scenario. Tests of other funding 
sources, however, have been included in the sensitivity analysis. 

This analysis is presented in the absence of mitigation. During the course of this study, it was 
found that this criterion had to he removed from the evaluation (Refer to Section 2.4). 

As part of the sensitivity tests for each Region, the analysis at first considered examining any 
savings that could be realized if waste material were diverted rather than disposed. In fact, in 
1992 when the Metro tipping fee was $15125 per tonne arguments could be made for potential 
diversion savings. Now that tipping fees throughout the GTA are below $100 per toime and at 
$50 for Metro, no potential savings are possible. Tests of this nature have therefore been 
excluded from the sensitivity analyses for each Region. Notwithstanding this, the municipal 
finance analysis acknowledges that the IWA sites may charges fees that range between $30 and 
$100 per tonne. Due to this (private funding for capital projects is similarly difficult to forecast) 
it is suggested that, in the future, the disposal cost per tonne be monitored in each Region. As 
diversion rates rae, economies of scale in the 3Rs sector may reduce unit costs so that savings 
from diversion (vs disposal) may be realized. 

The criteria themselves are not ranked in terms of order of importance. All criteria maintain 
an equal weighting because no one criterion is viewed to carry more weight, or be of more 
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significance than others. By considering the relative magnitude of the effects for each of the 
criteria and indicators, an overall systems ranking can be completed for Municipal Finance. 

The detailed effects analysis follows. The technical analysis itself is presented in Schedule B 
appended to this report. Throughout this discussion, the alternatives are ranked. Those 
accorded the highest ranking had the lowest impact and those given the lowest ranking had the 
highest impact. 
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5.2 REGION OF DURHAM 

Each of the system alternatives for the Region of Durham have been described in the GTA 3Rs 
EA Input document prepared by M.M. Dillon Limited, Consulting Engineers and Planners and 
are also presented in schedule G appended to this report. There are, however, specific cost and 
revenue elements associated with each of the diversion alternatives. From a financial 
perspective, each system can be summarized as follows: 

a) Existing System : This system includes the facilities and programs/services presented in 
the existing system descriptions, plus any capital costs required as a result of keeping 
pace with existing service levels. 

Based on information provided by RIS, capital costs required to provide the 
facilities/programs to maintain existing service levels are as follows: 

'- $9.3 million for a new MRF or a further expansion to the existing MRF 
~ $397,000 to distribute 6,600 backyard composters 

b) Existing/Committed STStem : In total, Ehirham region is expected to incur $10.9 million 
in capital expenditures. 

--$2,788,000 for a MRF improvements 

-$702,000 for MRF and depot modifications 

--$365,900 for the distribution of 4,000 backyard composters 

-$9,600,000 for a new MRF (43,000 tonnes^r) 

-$402,000 for 6,700 backyard composters 

c) Direct Cost: This system would charge for the amount of garbage placed curbside. This 
suggests that Durham Region woukl have two options for charging for waste collection. 
Under a tax neutral approach, no additional revenue would be charged for waste and 
diversion collection purposes firom the home owners beyond what is now coUected via 
municipal taxes. That is, added direct cost revenue would be netted from collection 
costs before household tax rates are determined. 

Under an added tax direct cost system, garbage bag charges would be levied in addition 
to normal property taxes that include waste diversion and disposal collection costs. This 
extra revenue, while representing an added charge to the h(»neowner, would then be 
available to the Region to assist in financing other diversion and waste management 
activities. In this analysts, it was assumed that these added charges would yield 
approximately $16.2 million per year to Durham Region. The cost to a household that 
receives curbside service approaches $100.00 per year. 

Based on information provided by RIS, capital costs required to prtjvide the 
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facilities/programs to provide this system are as follows: 

--$11,100,000 for a new MRF (51,600 tonnes/year) 
-$2,788,000 on MRF improvements 
-$702,000 on NCRF and depot 
~$5,480„000 for 91,270 backyard composters 

41 Expanded Blue Box: Includes a cost of $15.0 million for following: 

--$12,300,000 for a new MRF (68,400 tonnes/year) 
"$702,000 for miscellaneous capital commitments 
-$5,846,000 for 95,270 backyard composters 

ef Wet/Dry: Tliis system would include significant capital costs, including: 

- 2,788,000 for MRF improvements 

~ $12,300,000 for a new MRF (60,400 tonnes/year) 
~ $15,550,000 for 155430,000 household carts 

- $23,000,000 for a composting facility (67,000 tonnes/year) 
~ $5,846,000 for 95,270 backyard composters 

~ $702,000 for MRF and depot modifications 

^ Mixed Waste: This system would require the following: 

- $69,400,000 for a mixed waste processing and composting 

plant tonnes/year) 
- $9,600,000 for a new MRF (40,000 tonnes/year) 

- $702,000 for MRF and depot improvements 
~ $5,846,000 for 95,200 bacl^ard composters 
~ $2,788,000 for MRF improvements 



5.2.1 Potential Impact on Local Taxpayers 

The following describes the system net effects on the local taxpayers. Table 5.Z1 shows that, 
when all elements are considered, gross costs in Durham Region may range from the existing 
level of $7:2 million per year to $35.8 miUioo per year for the mixed waste B system. Moreover, 
while the existing/committed ocpansion program may present an annual operating cost of $12.8 
million per year, the direct cost/tax neutral system may approach $16.2 million per year, with a 
direct cost/added tax system approaching $32.4 million io annual levy costs. 

The household cost of diversion may also be compared to the level of municipal taxation paid 
in Durham Region. In 1992, diversion activities represented $28.00 per household, or 1.8% of 
total municipal taxes of $1,553.00 per household (excluding school taxes). To estimate the future 
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effects of an increasing tax base on the diversion alternatives the analysis included household 
growth estimates for Durham. 

Household costs range between $36.00 and $144.00 for the various alternatives. With the 
existing/committed system ($57.00), the direct cost/tax neutral system ($70.00) and the expanded 
blue box system ($74.00) all representing between 4 and 5% of household taxes. Further, the 
wet/dry system ($88.00), direct cost/added tax ($159.00) and the mixed waste systems ($135.00 
and $144.00 per household) represent above 6% of' current average household taxes. (Table 
5.12) 



Table 5^.1 
Durham Rcgkm 
Cost of Alternative Diversion Systems 
Net Annual Divenfon Costs ~ General Levy 



1 RMirfeotlal System 


Gnm C«t (3000) 










Existing System 


$7,269437 




Exiitiag/Commiued 


12315,307 




Direct Cou/Tax Neutral A 


16>4,S93 




Direct Cut/Added Tax B 


32,464,893 




Expanded Blue Box 


17429,610 




Wet/Diy 


21,182.775 




Mixed Waite/Low Quality Compoat A 


35,5(0317 




Mixed Watte/High Quality Compost B 


35,853,238 





Source: Future Urban Research 



To estimate the effect of each system, a share of taxation guideline was utilized. For example, 
if taxation specifically related to dtversion ranged &om 0% to 3% of household taxes it was 
considered to have a low eSect, while a share of A% to 6% was considered to have a medium 
effect, and a share above 7% was considered to be high. It should be noted that a percentage 
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increase in the share of taxes relates directly to an increase in taxes. 

Based on this, the mixed waste, wet/dry and direct cost/added tax systems would have a high 
effect on household taxes and arc ranked lowest. The existing/committed, direct cost/tax neutral 
and expanded blue box systems would have a medium effect and are Tanked second highest, 
while the existing system would have a low effect on household taxes and is ranked highest 



Tabic 5.2 J 



Durham R^lon 
Percent of Divenioa Costs to 
HovseboM Municipal Taxes 



lUridntla] Sjsten 


Ciurtat 
Total MnnidiMl 
Tnation Per 
HouehoM 


Coat of DlTCfUoii 
rcrHouathoM 

(2000) 


Skanof 
TaxatloD 










Existing Syitcm (1992) 


1^53.00 


$36.00 


2% 


Eniting/Committed 


1^53.60 


57.00 


4% 


EMrect COit/T«x Neutral A 


1^53.00 


70.00 


A% 


Direct Coit/Added Tu B 


1453.00 


159.00 


10% 


Expanded Blue Box 


1^53.00 


74.00 


5% 


Wet/Dfy 


1^53.00 


8S.0O 


6% 


Mixed Wane/Low Quality 
Compoit A 


1453.00 


135.00 


9% 


Mixed Wane/High Quality 
Comixiet B 


1453.00 


144.00 


9% 



Souroei Future Urban Research 



5^^ Potential Impact on the Debt Bnitlen of the Mnnidpallties 

In this analysis, it is assumed that the full capital cost of future diversioo commitments would be 
annualized at 9% for a 10 year period. The effect of increasing the existing debt position in 
Durham Region due to each alternative is shown on Table S.2J. Since both mixed waste 
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alternatives have the largest capital program, these systems sig^iificantly affect Durham Region's 
associated debt burden. Conversely, since the existing/committed program, the direct cost and 
expanded blue box systems have lower capital requirements, Durham Region's debt burden has 
a lower effect in these alternatives. 



Table 5.2 J 



Durham Regton 

Capital Costs Related to 

the Diversion Alternatives 



Residential Systiua 


Total Existing Debt 
($000) 


Total DtTcnion 
Debt 

($000) 


Percent 

iDcreaoe 










Existing System (1992) 


$71,924 


$9,697 


13% 


Existing/Committed 


71,924 


13,858 


19* 


Direct Cost/Tax Neutral A 


71,924 


20,436 


28% 


1 Direct Cost/Added 
B T«}B 


71,924 


20,436 


28% 




Expanded Blue Box 


71,924 


21,635 


30% 


Wet/Dry 


71,924 


60,186 


84% 


Mixed Waste/Low Quality 
Compost A 


71,924 


88,336 


123% 


Mixed Waste/Higb Quality 
Compost B 


71.924 


88436 


123% 



Source: Future Urban Research 

An examination of Durham Region's existing debt charge pcMition, that is, the comparison of 
debt payments (including principal and interest) to operating expenditures, results in debt 
charges of Z3% of costs. The future diversion alternatives have the effect of changing these 
ratios for all systems. With the future existing, existing/committed, direct cost and the expanded 
blue box the percentage of debt charges to expenditures may increase to between 2.6 and 2.9%, 
while the wet/dry ratio may increase to 4.0%. With the mixed waste systems, debt charges may 
increase to 4.7%. This is presented in Table 5.24. 
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Table 5.2.4 



Dttrfaam Region 

Effect of Diversfoo Costs on 

Municipal Debt Chai^ies 



Residential Systan 


ExistlDC D«bt CkuKM 
■■ a Pemot of 
. Expenditures 


Future Debt Ckaiscs 
as a Percent of 
Expcndituits 








Existing System (19412) 


13% 


16% 


Existing/Committed 


2S% 


17% 


Direct Cost/Tax Neutral A 


13% 


19% 


Direct Cost/Added Tax B 


13% 


19% 


Expanded Blue Box 


13% 


19% 


Wet/Dry 


13% 


4.0% 


Mixed Waste/Low Quality- Compott 
A 


13% 


4.7% 


Mixed Watte/High Quality Compoit 
B 


. 13% 


4.7% 

• 



Source: Future Urban Research 



Similar to the ratio of debt charges to operating expenditures, debt capacity calculations 
determine the amount of debt available as permitted by the Mlnistiy of Municipal Affairs 
(former OMB guideline). When estimating debt capacity, using a 9% interest rate and a 10 year 
term, the total debt capacity for Durham Region approached $373 million (Table 6.2.S). Similar 
to the previous analysis, the low capital cost system alternatives have relatively minor effect in 
reducing the Region's debt capacity. When compared to the current 82% level of remaining 
capacity, the existing/committed program (81%), the direct cost and expanded blue box (79%) 
do not absorb a significant amount of remaining debt capacity. The wet/dry system and the 
mixed waste systems, however, absorb large amounts of debt capacity, leaving Durham with 70% 
and 64% respectively. 

As a result of the effects, the existing system is the highest ranked, followed by the 
existing/committed as the second highest ranked. The direct cost and expanded blue box systems 
ranked third highest followed by the wet/dry system. The mixed waste system ranked lowest. 
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Tabk 5.2.5 



Durham R^lon 

Effect of DivcrsfoD Costs 

on Debt CapMity 



RnidMitiid System 


Total 

ATsllable 

Debt 

CapMity 

($000) 


Cumat 

Rcmalalog 

Debt 
CapKlty 

($000) 


Total 
DlTCnioo 
Debt 

($o«» 


Percent 
C.p«lty 

Rftmliil^g 












Existing System 


$444,485 


$372461 


$9,697 


82% 


Ensting/Committecl 


444,485 


372^1 


133S8 


81% 


Direct Cost/Tax 
Neutral A 


444,485 


372^1 


20,436 


79% 


Direct Cnti/Added 
TaxB 


444,485 


372461 


20,436 


79% 


Expanded Blue 
Box 


444,485 


3TA561 


21,635 


79% 


Wet/Diy 


444.485 


372461 


60,186 


70% 


Mixed Waste/Low 
Quality Compoit A 


444,485 


372461 


8S336 


64% 


Mixed Waite/Higb 
Quality Compott B 


444,485 


372461 


88436 


64% 



Source: Future Urban Reaeardi 



5 J J Potential Impact on Municipal Reseire Funds 

As discussed in tlie system descriptions, the direct cost/added tax system has the capacity of 
generating $16.2 million in revenue that could be placed into reserves and used for other waste 
management/waste diversion activities. The cost to the household would approodmate $88.85. 
Further, the $16.2 million in additional taxation represents approximately 42% of annual 
operating results. This compares to a ratio of reserves to operating expenses of approximately 
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39% for all other systems. 

As a result, the direct cost/added tax system ranked highest while all other systems ranked lowest. 

5.2.4 Potential Impact on the Level of Municipal Services 

To estimate the effect of each system, the relative level of annual diversion costs was compared 
to total operating expenditures. In this way, decreases in the level of service resulting from cost 
increases due to diversion activities can be captured. Cost increases that ranged from 0% to 3% 
of expenditures were considered to have a low effect. Cost increases of 4% to 6% were 
considered to have a medium effect and cost increases above 7% were considered to be high. 

Table 5.2.6 indicates that both the existing and the iexisting/committed and direct cost systems 
would have a Jow impact on the municipal service le\%l and ranked highest. The expanded blue 
box and wet/dry systems would have a medium effect on municipal services and ranked second 
highest. While the mixed waste systems would have a high e£fect and ranked lowest. However, 
it should be noted that Durham Region has the discretion to use reserve funds to ofEset the 
impact of any of the alternatives put forth to soften the effects. 



5.2.5 Potential Impact on the Provincial Treainry 

Pending funding arrangements with Durham Region, one third of the capital costs of the 
alternative systems may be funded externally. While the primary source of funds may be 
Provincial grants, the analysis does not exclude the possibility of other private funding sources. 
If this were the case, the alternative systems in Durham may be funded as follows: 

Existing S2.9 million 

Existing/Committed 4.1 million 

Direct Cost 6.1 million 

Expanded Blue Box 6.4 million 

Wet/Dry 18.0 million 

Mixed Waste 26.4 million 
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Table 5.2.6 



Durham Region 
Operatiiig Costs Related to 
the Diversion Alternatives 



Rcaidentlal Systcin 


Total Exlattng 
ExpoidltnnB 

($000) 


Added Dtveniao 
Expend ItuRs 

($000) 


Incnase 1 










Existing System {IW2) 


$571,369 


$7,269 


1.2% 


ExittiDg/Committed 


571369 


12,815 


12* 


Direct Cost/Tax Neutral A 


5713*9 


16,264 


2.8% 


Direct Coat/Added 
Tax)B 


571369 


32,464 


5J% 


Expanded Blue Box 


571369 


17,529 


3.1% 


Wet/Dry 


571369 


21,182 


3.7% 


Mixed Watte/Low Quality 
Compost A 


571369 


33403 


5.9% 


Mixed Waste/High Quality 
Compost B 


571369 


35,853 


63% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



5.2.6 Potential Impact on Private Sector Industries 



Table 52.7 shows the level of private sector taxation in Durham for each diversion system. 
While taxes currently collected firom the business sector now approach $69.2 million, the percent 
of tax specifically related to diversion for each system ranges &om 3% for the existing system, 
with the existing/committed system representing 6% and a medium effect. The direct cost 
(added revenue bag charges are only residentially related), ocpanded blue box, wet/dry and mixed 
waste systems all represent a 7% share of taxes and have a high effect It should be noted that 
a percentage inoease in the share of tax^ relates directly to an increase in taxes. 
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Table 5^7 



Dariiam Region 
System Effects on Business Taxes 



RMidential System 


Total Existing 
Biutneas Taxes 

($000) 


Total Added 
Taxes Due To 
Dircnton 

($000) 


Share or 

• 










ExiMing System (IWi) 


$69,236 


$233 


3% 


Existing/Cominttted 


6936 


3,973 


6% 


Direct Cost/Tax Neutral A 


6936 


5,042 


1% 


Direct Cost/Added 
Tuc)B 


6936 


5,042 


1% 


Expanded Blue Box 


6936 


5,434 


8* 


Wet/Dry 


6936 


6,567 


9% 


Mixed Waste/Low Quality 
Compon A 


6936 


10386 

r 


15% 


Mixed Waite/High Quality 
Compost B 


6936 


11,115 


16% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



5.2.7 Summary of Effects Analysts 

Table 5.2.8 summarizes the effects by criterion and indicator for Ehirham Region. The system 
alternatives were ranlced by the criteria and indicators within the Municipal Finance discipline. 

The highest ranked system was the existing system. The existing system represents the least cost 
to the tax payers (municipal and business) and presents the lowest increase in debt costs. 
Following the existing system, the casting/committed program ranked second as the tax increases 
and resulting debt biudens do not represent significant effects. The direct cost systems represent 
very different revenue strategics which is reflected in the ranking. The direct cost/tax neutral 
system imposes a low cost per household. The direct cost/added tax system imposes an 
additional co&i to the tax payers which is unrelated to service received. This revenue, however, 
represents an addition to Durham Region's reserves, which k available to assist in further waste 
management financing. As such, these added funds would be returned to Ehirham's tax payers 
in the future. Since these added charges, however, are collected as a fee for waste management, 
it is suggested that the funds be used only for waste management purposes and not to decrease 
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general levy requirements for other municipal services. It is for this reason that the direct 
cost/added tax system ranked just below the direct cost/tax neutral system, as the third lowest 
ranked. 

The direct cost/tax neutral and the expanded blue box systems ranked together as the third 
highest. Both systems were similar in terms of their impact on local taxpayers, impact on debt 
burden and impact on level of service. 

The mixed waste systems are the lowest ranked systems because they represent the highest tax 
effects and also carry the highest capital cost. Similarly, while less burdensome, the wet/dry 
system also represents a lower ranked system, although it has lower tax and debt ejects than the 
mixed waste systems. (Table 5.2.8) 



5.2.8 SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS 

To confirm this ranking, the municipal finance component also undertook a sensitivity analysis 
on the key variables that may affect the criteria and indicators. The sensitivity analysis examined 
variations in capital costs, variations in operating cost, and household growth including a no 
growth scenario. While changing the value of the indicators shown above, the sensitivity analysis 
shows that, given the ranges tested, the general ranking of the systems shown above would not 
significantly change. 
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SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS 
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5 J METROPOLITAN TORONTO 

Each of the system alternatives for Metropolitan Toronto have been described in the GTA 3Rs 
EA Input document prepared by M.M. Dillon limited, Consulting Engineers and Planners and 
are also presented in schedule G appended to this report. There are, however, specific cost and 
revenue elements associated with each of the diversion alternatives. From a financial 
perspective, each system can be summarized as follows: 

al Ryjiitlm Svstem i This system includes the facilities and programs/services presented in 

the existing system descriptions, plus any capital costs required as a result of keeping 
pace with existing service levels. 

Based on information provided by RIS, capital costs required to provide the 
facilities/programs to maintain existing service levels are as follows: 

-- $6.5 million for a new MRF (20,600 tonnes^r) 
- $590,000 to distribute 9,800 backyard composters 

J^l Eristiny/Coiniiiitted System : In total, Metro region is estpected to incur $13.0 million 

in capital expenditures. 

"$2,423,000 for MRF improvements 

"$9,100,000 for a new MRF (36,600 tonnes/year) 

"$609,000 for the distribution of backyard composters 

--$500,000 for leaf and yard waste bunkers 

"$1,900,000 for leaf and yard waste composting improvements 

--$1386,000 for miscellaneous recycling projects 

--$98,000 for wood shredding facilities 

e| Direct Cost: This system would charge for the amount of waste placed curbside. This 

suggests that Metro Region would have two options for charging for waste collection. 
Under a tax neutral approach, no additional revenue would be charged for waste and 
diversion collection purposes from the home owners beyond what is now collected via 
municipal taxes. That is, added direct cost revenue would be netted from collection 
costs before household tax rates are determined. 

Under an added tax direct cost system, garbage bag charges would be levied in addition 
to normal property taxes that include waste diversion and disposal collection costs. The 
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extra revenue, while representing an added charge to the homeowner, would then be 
available to the Region to assist in financing other diversion and waste management 
activities. This analysis assumed that the added charges would yield approximately $59.8 
million per year to Metro Region. This cost to the household approaches $100 for 
households with curbside service. 

Based on information provided by RIS, capital costs required to provide the 
facilities/programs to provide this system are as follows: 

--$16,100,000 for a new MRF (95,000 tonnes/year) 

-$15,450,000 for 257,500 backyard compostere 

-$500,000 for leaf and yard waste bunkers 

-$1,900,000 for leaf and yard waste composting improvements 

--$1,386,000 for miscellaneous recycling projects 

-$98,000 for wood shredding facilities 

-$2,423,000 for MRF improvements 

d) Expanded Blue Box: Includes a cost of $43.0 million for following: 

--$500,000 for leaf and yard waste bunkers 

-$1,900,000 for leaf and yard waste composting improvements 

--$1,386,000 for miscellaneous recycling projects 

-$98,000 for wood shredding facilities 

--$2,423,000 for MRF improvements 

-$20,900,000 for a new MRF (197.000 tonnes/year) 

--$15,450,000 for 257300 backyard compc»ters 

e) Wet/Dry: This system would include additional capital costs, these include: 

-$500,000 for leaf and yard waste bunkers 

--$1,900,000 for leaf and yard waste composting improvements 

-$1386,000 for miscellaneous recycling projects 

—$98,000 for wood shredding facilities 

-$2,423,000 for MRF improvements 

-$20,900,000 for a new MRF (197,000 tonnes/year) 

-$15,450,000 for 257,500 backyard composters 

-$49,000,000 for 490,800 roll-out carts 

-$50,000,000 for a composting facility (242,000 tonnes/year) 

f) Mixed Waste: This system would require $259.8 million expenditure for the following: 

-$500,000 for leaf and yard waste bunkers 

-$1,900,000 for leaf and yard waste composting improvements 

-$1,386,000 for miscellaneous recycling projects 

-$98,000 for wood shredding facilities 
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-$2,423,000 for MRF improvements 
-$9,100,000 for a new MRF (36,600 tonnes/year) 
-$15,450,000 for 297,500 backyard composters 
-$249,000,000 for 2 mixed waste and composting plants 
(467 tonnes/year each) 



5 J.l Potential Impact on Local Taxpayers 

The following describes the system net effects on the local taxpayers. Table 5.3.1 indicates that, 
when all elements are considered, gross costs in Metro Region may range from the existing level 
of $48.1 million per year to $199.3 million per year for the mixed waste A system. Further, while 
the existing/committed program may present a gross annual operating cost of $54.0 million per 
year, the direct cost/tax neutral system may approach $60.0 million per year, with a direct 
cost/added tax system approaching $111.0 million in annual levy costs. 

The household cost of diversion may also be compared to the level of municipal taxation paid 
in Metro Region. In 1992, represented $26.00 per household, or a 1.5% share of total municipal 
taxes of $1,355.00 per household per year (excluding school taxes). To estimate the future 
effects of an increasing tax base on the diversion alternatives the analysis included household 
growth estimates for Metro. * 

Household costs range between $26.00 and $102.00 for the various alternatives, the existing 
system ($26.00), the existing/committed system ($29.00), the direct cost/tax neutral system 
($32.00), the expanded blue box system ($38.00) and wet/dry ($34.00) aU represent from 1% to 
3% of household taxes. Further, the direct cost/added tax system (86.00 per household), 
represents 6% of current average household taxes while the mixed waste systems represent a 
taxation share of above 7%. (Table 5.3.2) 

To estimate the effect of each system, a share of taxation guideline was utilized. For example, 
if taxation specifically related to diversion ranged from 0% to 3% of household taxes it was 
considered to have a low effect, while a share of 4% to 6% was considered to have a medium 
effect, and a share above 7% was considered to be high. It should be noted that a percentage 
increase in the share of taxes relates directly to an increase in taxes. 
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Table 5:3.1 
Metro Toronto 
Cost of Alternative Diversion Systems 
Net Annual Diversion Costs -- General Levy 



Source: Future Urbao Research 



ResidentiaJ System 


Grass Cost 










Existing System 


$48,151,759 




Ensting/Committcd Program 


54,005,554 


J 


Direct Cost/Tax Neutral A 


60,094,207 


1 


Direct Cost/Added Tax B 


111,094,207 




Expanded Blue Box 


70337,710 


_\ 


Wet / Dry 


63,441,995 




Mixed WisttfLaw Quality Compost A 


178,053,123 




Mixed Waste/High Quality Compost B 


199315^62 


^^ 



Based on this, the existing, existing/committed, direct cost/tax neutral, expanded blue box and 
wet/dry systems would have a low effect on local tax payers and ranked highest. The direct 
cost/added tax system would have a medium effect and ranked second highest, while the mixed 
waste systems would have a high effect on local taxpayers and ranked lowest. 
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Table 53.2 



Metro Toronto 
Percent of Diversion Costs to 
Household Municipal Taxes 



Residential System 


Cumnt 
Total Mynidpal 
Tamtioa Per 
Housriiald 


Coat of Divenlon 
Fer Household 


Shan of 
Taxation 










1 ExittiDg System 


SU55.O0 


$26.00 


2% 


I Existing/Committed 


USS.OO 


29.00 


2% 


Direct Cost/Tax Neutral A 


US5.00 


3100 


2% 


Direct Cost/Added 
Tax)B 


1355.00 


86.00 


6% 


Expanded Blue Box 


U55.00 


38.00 


3% 


WetyOry 


1355.00 


34.00 


3% 


Mixed Waste/Low Quality 
Compost A 


1355.00 


92.00 


7% 


Mixed Waste/High Quality 
Compost B 


1355.00 


10100 


8% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



5 J.2 Potential Impact on the Debt Burden of the Municipalities 

This analysis assumed that the full capital cost of future diversion commitments would be 
annualized at 9% over a 10 year period. The effect of increasing the existing debt position in 
Metro Region on each alternative is shown on Table 5.3.3. 

The mixed waste alteniativcs had the largest capital programs and highest effect on debt. These 
systems significantly affect Metro Region's associated debt burden. Since the existing, 
existing/committed, direct cost and expanded blue box systems have lower capital requirements, 
Metro's debt burden is affected the least 
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Table 533 



Metro Toronto 

CapiUl Costs Related to 

the Diversion Alternatives 



Residential System 


Total Existliig Debt 
($000) 


total Diversioa 
Debt 

($000) 


Pencnt 
Increase 










Existing System (1992) 


SI ,050386 


$7,090 


1% 


Eniting/Commi tted 


1,050386 


16,025 


2% 


Direct Cost/Tax Neutral A 


1,050386 


37,866 


4% 


Direct Cost/Added 
Tax)B 


1,050386 


37,866 


4% 


Expanded Blue Box 


1,050386 


42,666 


4% 


WetyDry 


1,050386 


141,746 


13% 


Mixed Wa»te/Lxjw Quality 
Compost A 


1,050386 


279,866 


27% 


Mixed Waste/High Quality 
Compost B 


1,050386 


279,866 


27* 



Source: Future Urban Research 



An ^camination of Metro Region's existing debt charge position, that is, the comparison of debt 
payments (including principal and interest) to operating expenditures, debt charges represented 
4.4% of cc^ts. The future diversion alternatives have the effect of changing these ratios for most 
systems. With the direct cost and expanded blue box systems, the ratio of debt charges to 
Qcpenditures may increase to 4.5%. With the wet/dry system debt charges may increase to 4.8%. 
With the mixed waste systems, debt charges may increase to 5.2% This analysis is presented in 
Table 5.3.4. 
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Table S3A 



Metro Toronto 

EfTect of Diversion Costs on 

Municipal Debt Charges 



Residential System 


Existing Debt Charges 
as a Perceflt of 
Expenditum 


Future Debt Charges 
as a Percent of 
Expenditures 








Existing System (1W2) 


4.4% 


4.4% 


Existing/Committed 


4.4% 


4.4% 


Direct Cost/Tax Neutral A 


4.4% 


45% 


Direct Cost/Added Tax B 


4.4% 


4.5% 


Expanded Blue Box 


4.4% 


4.5% 


Wet/Dry 


4.4% 


4.8% 


Mixed Wasie/Low Quality Compost 
A 


4.4% 


5.2% 


Mixed Waste/High Quality Compost 
B 


4.4% 


■5.2% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



Debt capacity calculations (the ratio of debt charges to operating expenditures) determine the 
amount of available debt permitted by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs (former OMB 
guideline). When estimating debt capacity, a 9% interest rate and a ten year term was used, the 
total debt capacity for Metro Region approached $4,109.9 million (Table 5.3.5). The capital 
costs for all systems aside from mixed waste allow debt capacity to remain at or above 71%. 
However, the mixed waste systems absorb the largest amount of debt capacity, leaving Metro 
with just 68% of its debt capacity. 

The existing and existing/committed systems ranked highest The direct cost and expanded blue 
box ranked second highest followed by the wet/diy system as the third highest. The mixed waste 
system ranked lowest. ■ ' 
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Table S3.S 



Metro Toronto 

Effect of Diversion Costs 

on Debt Capacity 



Rcsidenlial System 


Total 
Available 
Debt 
Capacity 

($000) 


Ciincnt 
Remaining 

Debt 
Capttdty 
(SOOO) 


Total 

Diveraioa 

Debt 

($000) 


Percent 

Capacity 
RemaiDiog 












Exiiting System 
(1992) 


$4,109,937 


$3,059,551 


$7,090 


14% 1 


Existing/Committed 


4,109,937 


3,059,551 


16,025 


74« 1 


Direct Cost/Tax 
Neutral A 


4,109,937 


3,059,551 


37,866 


74% 1 


Direct Cost/Added 
TaxB 


4,109,937 


3,059,551 


37,866 


74% 


Expanded Blue 
Box 


4,109,937 


3.059,551 


42,666 


73% 


Wet/Dry 


4,109,937 


3,059,551 


141,746 


71% 


Mixed Waste/Low 
Quality Compost A 


4,109,937 


3,059,551 


279,866 


68% 


Mixed Waste/High 
Quality Compost B 


4,109,937 


3,059451 


279,866 


68%. 



Source: Future Urban Research 



53 J Potential Impact on Municipal Reserye Funds 

As discussed in the system descriptions the direct cost/added tax system had the capacity of 
generating $51.0 million in revenue that cotild be placed into reserves and used for other waste 
managementMaste diversion activities. The cost to the household would approximate $53.31. 
Further, the $51.0 million in additional taxation represents approximately 19% of annual 
operating results. This compares to a ratio of reserves to operating expenditures of 18% for all 
other alternative. 
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As a result of this, the direct cost/added tax system is the highest ranked because it adds to the 
Metro's reserve fund position. The remaining systems: the existing, the existing/committed, the 
direct cost/tax neutral, the wet/dry, expanded blue box and mixed waste systems do not impact 
the reserve fund and ranked lowest. 



53.4 Potential Impact on the Level of Munictpal Services 

To estimate the effect of each system, the relative level of annual diversion costs was compared 
to total operating expenditures. In this way^ decreases in the level of service resulting from cost 
increases due to diversion can be captured. 

Table 5.3.6 indicates that all systems other than the mixed waste systems would have a tow effect 
on municipal service levels and as a result ranked highest. The mixed waste system ranked 
lowest. However, it should be noted that Metro Region has the discretion to use reserve funds 
to offset the impact of any of the alternatives put forth to soften the effects. 



Table 5 J.6 



Metro Toronto 
Operating Costs Related to 
the Diversion Alternatives 



Residential System 


Total ExtaUnc 
Expenditmcs 

(JOOO) 


Added Dlvcnion 
Expenditures 

($060) 


Percent 
Increase 










Ensting System (1992) 


$5,283,169 


$48,151 


1.0% 1 


Ensting/Committed 


5,283,169 


54,005 


1.0* 


Direct Cost/Tax Neutral A 


5,283,169 


60,094 


1.0% 


Direct Cmtt/Added 
Tax)B 


S,2!n.l69 


60,094 


1.0% 


Expanded Blue Box 


5,283,169 


70337 


1.0% 


Wet/Dty 


5,283.169 


63,441 


1.0% 


Mixed Waste/Low Quality 
Compott A 


5,283,169 


178,053 


3.0% 


Mixed Waste/High Quality 
Compost B 


5,283,169 


199315 


3.0% 



Source: Future Urban Research 
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53.5 Potential Impact on the Provincial Treasury 

Pending funding arrangements with Metro Toronto, one third of the capital costs of the 
alternative systems may be funded externally. While the primary source of funds may be 
Provincial grants, the analysis does not exclude the possibility of other private funding sources. 
If this were the case, the alternative systems in Metro may be funded as follows: 



Existing $2.1 million 

Existing/Committed 4.8 million 

Direct Cost 11.4 million 

Expanded Blue Box 12.7 million 

Wet/Dry 14.3 million 

Mixed Waste 29.6 million 



S3,6 Potential Impact on Private Sector Industries 



Table 5.3.7 shows the level of private sector taxation in Metro for each diversion system. While 
taxes currently collected from the business sector now approach $1.0 billion, tax charges for each 
system range from 2% for the existing and existing/committed systems and 3% for both direct 
cost systems (added revenue bag charges are only residentially related), the expanded blue box 
and the wet/dry, 8% for the mixed waste A system and 9% for the mixed waste B system. As 
a result, all systems are ranked highest except the mixed waste system. It should be noted that 
a percentage increase in the share of taxes relates directly to an increase in taxes! 
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Metro Toronto 
System Effects on Business Taxes 



Table 5J.7 



ResidnitUI System 


Total Exladiig 
BnaiiMaB Tans 

($600) 


Total Added 
Taxes Due To 

DlTCffSOD 

($000) 


Share of 
Taxatloa 










Existing System (1992) 


$1,061,613 


$25,039 


.2% 


Ensting/Comnitted 


1,061,613 


28,083 


2% 


Direct Coit/Tu Neutral A 


1,061,613 


31,249 


3% 


Direct CoM/Added 
Tax)B 


1,061,613 


31,249 


1% 


Expanded Blue Box 


1,061,613 


36,576 


3% 


1 Wet/Dry 


1,061,613 


32,990 


t% 


Mixed Waste/Low Quality 
Compost A 


1,061,613 


92,5a« 


8% 


Mind Waste/High Quality 
Compost B 


1,061,613 


103,644 


9% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



53.7 Soinniaiy of Effects Analysis 

The following summarizes the above effects by criteria and indicator for Metropolitan Toronto 
and is presented on Table SJ.8. 

The existing, existing/committed, direct cost/tax neutral, expanded blue b<Bc and wet/dry systems 
are the highest ranked. These systems would have the least cost impact on the tax payers in 
Metro and do not present significant debt costs to the financial structure. The direct cost/added 
tax system imposes an additional cost to the tax payers which is unrelated to service received. 
This revenue, however, represents an addition to Metro's reserves, which are then available to 
assist in further waste management financing for other projects. As such, these added funds 
would be returned to tax payers in the future. Since these added charges, however, are collected 
as a fee for waste management, it is suggested that the funds be used only for waste management 
purposes and not to decrease general levy requirements for other municipal services. As a result, 
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the system represents the second lowest ranked. 

The mixed waste is the lowest ranked system because it carries the highest tax effects and also 
the highest capital costs. (Table 5.3.8) 



S3.S SensitMty Analysis 

To confirm this ranking, the municipal finance component also undertook a sensitivity analysis 
on the key variables that may affect the criteria and indicators. The sensitivity analysis examined 
variations in capital costs, variations in operating cost, and household growth including a no 
growth scenario. While changing the value of the indicators shown above, the sensitivity analysis 
shows that, given the ranges tested, the general ranking of the systems shown above would not 
significantly change. • - 
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MCTROPOUTAN TORONTO 
NET EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR MUIViaPAL FINANCE 
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5.4 REGION OF YORK 

Each of the system alternatives for York Region have been described in the GTA 3Rs EA Input 
document prepared by M.M. Dillon Limited, Consulting Engineers and Planners and are also 
presented in schedule G appended to this report. There are, however, specific cost and revenue 
elements associated with each of the diversion alternatives. From a financial perspective, each 
system can be summarized as follows: 

H) FYJistin y STstcm : This system includes the facilities and programs/services presented in 

the ejdsting system descriptions, plus any capital costs requited as a result of keeping 
pace with existing service levels. 

Based on information provided by RIS, capital costs required to provide the 
facilities/programs to maintain existing service levels are as follows: 
-- $11,100,000 for a new MRF (51,000 tonnes/year) 
- $633,000 to distribute 10,600 backyard composters 

b| KicisHiqf/Coiiimltted STStem : In total, York region is expected to incur $14.8 million in 

capital expenditures. 

--$2,224,000 for a new MRF 
-$11,500,000 for a new MRF (62,000 tonnes/year) 
--$568,000 for the distribution of 9,500 backyard composters 
-$561,100 for miscellaneous recycling projects/improvements 

si Direct Cost: This system would charge for the amount of waste placed curbside. This 

suggests that York Region would have two options for charging for waste collection. 
Under a ^ neutral approach, no additional revenue would be charged for waste and 
diversion collection purposes firom the home ownen beyond what is now collected via 
municipal taxes. That is, added direct cost revenue would be netted from collection 
costs before household tax rates are determined. 

Under an added tax direct cost system, garbage bag charges would be levied in addition 
to normal property taxes that include waste diversion and disposal collection costs. The 
extra revenue, while representing an added charge to the homeowner, would then be 
available to the Region to assist in financing other diversion and waste management 
activities. This analysis assumed that the added charges would yield approximately $20.4 
million per year to York Region. This cost to the household approaches $100 for 
households that receive curbside service. 
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--$14,200,000 for a new MRF (77,000 tonnes/year) 
--$7,105,000 for the distribution of 1 18,400 backyard composters 
—$561,100 for miscellaneous recycling projects/improvements 
--$2,224,000 for a new MRF 

d) Expanded Blue Box: Includes an additional cost of $25.2 million for following: 

--$15,400,000 for a new MRF (88.600 tonnes/year) 
"S7,105.000 for the distribution of 118,400 backyard composters 
--$561,100 for miscellaneous recycling projects/improvements 
-$2,224,000 for a new MRF 

e) Wet/Dry: This system would include $63.3 million in capital costs including: 

-$15,400,000 for a new MRF (88,600 tonnes/year) 
-$7,105,000 for the distribution of 118.400 backyard composters 
-$561,100 for miscellaneous recycling projects/improvements 
-$19,616,000 for 1%,160 household carts 
-$28,700,000 for a composting plant (97,500 tonnes/year) 
-$2,224,000 for a new MRF 

f) Mixed Waste: This system would require a $99.5 million for the following: 

-$7,105,000 for the distribution of 118,400 backyard composters 
-$561,100 for miscellaneous recycling projects/improvements 
-$11,500,000 for a new MRF (55,000 tonnes/year) 
-$85,200,000 for a mixed waste/composting plant (248 tonnes/year) 
-$2,224,000 for a new MRF 



5.4.1 Potential Impact on Local Taxpayers 

The following describes the system net effects on the local taxpayers. Table 5.4.1 indicates that, 
when all elements are considered, gross costs in York Region may range from the existing level 
of $6.8 million per year to $46.1 million per year for the mixed waste 6 system. Further, while 
the existing/committed expansion program may present a gross annual operating cost of $11.6 
million per year, the direct cost/tax neutral system may approach $15.7 million per year, with a 
direct cost/added tax system approaching $36.1 million in aimual levy costs. 
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Table 5.4.1 
York Region 
Cost of Alternative Diversion Systems 
Net Annual Diversion Costs -• General Levy 



RcsideDti«] System 


Gran Costs 










y ExistiDg System 


S6,816,445 




Ensting/Committed Program 


11,655^5 




Direct CostA"ax Neutral A 


15,708,196 




Direct Cost/Added Tax B 


36,108,196 




Expanded Blue Box 


16,078318 




Wet / Dry 


24,583,692 




Mixed Waste/Low Quality Compost A 


4U52424 




1 Mixed Waste/Higb Quality Compost B 


46,152,961 1 



Source: Future Urtian Research 



The household cost of diversion may also be compared to the level of muntcipal taxation paid 
in York Region. In 1992, diversion activities represented $21.00 per household, or 1.7% of total 
municipal taxes of $1,223.00 per household per year (excluding school taxes). To estimate the 
future effects of an increasing tax base on the diversion alternatives the analysis included 
household growth estimates for York. 

To estimate the effect of each system, a share of taxation guideline was utilized. For example, 
if taxation specifically related to diversion ranged from 0% to 3% of household taxes it was 
considered to have a low effect, while a share of 4% to 6% was considered to have a medium 
effect, and a share above 7% was considered to be high. It shouU be noted that a percentage 
increase in the share of taxes related directly to an increase in taxes. 

Household costs range between $29.00 and $150.00 for the various alternatives. The 
existing/committed system ($44.00), the direct cost/tax neutral system ($56.00) and the expanded 
blue box system ($57.00) all represent from 4% to 6% of household taxes and were considered 
to have a medium effect Further, the wet/dry system ($83.00), direct cost/added tax ($149.00) 
and mixed waste systems ($136.00 and $150.00 respectively) all represent a share of abov^ 7% 
and were considered to have a high effect 
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The existing system ranked highest followed by the existing/committed, direct cost and expanded 
blue box systems as second highest. All other systems ranked lowest. 



Table SA2 



York Region 

Percent of Diversion Costs to 

Household Municipal Taxes 



Residential System 


Cuimit 
TobJ Municipal 
Taxattoo Per 
Household 


Cost of DivenlOD 
Per Houaetiold 


Share of 
TaxaUoD : 










Existing System 


$1,223.00 


$29.00 


a. 


Ensting/Committed 


1,223.00 


44.00 


4% 


Direct Co«t/Tax Neutral A 


1,223.00 


56.00 


5% 


Direct Cost/Added 
Tajt)B 


1,221.00 


149.00 


12% 


Expanded Blue Box 


1,223.00 


57.00 


5% 


Wet/Dry 


1,223.00 


83.00 


7% 


Mixed Waite/Low Quality 
Compost A 


1,223.00 


136.00 


11% 


Mixed Waste/Higl) Quality 
Compost B 


1,223.00 


150.00 


12% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



5.4.2 Potential Impact on the Debt Burden of the Monicipallttes 

This analysis assumed that the full capital cost of future diversion commitments would be 
annualized at 9% over a 10 year period. The effect of increasing the existing debt position in 
York Region on each alternative is shown on Table S.4.3. 

Since the existing and existing/committed systems require the least level of additional debt and 
as a result of having the lowest capital costs they ranked highest The expanded blue box and 
direct cost systems have similar capital requirements, and York's debt burden is similarly 
a£Fected, these systems are second highest The wet/diy system is the second lowest ranked 
system. The mixed waste systems have the largest capital programs and affect the Region's debt 
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burden the most and, therefore, are the lowest ranked systems. 



York R^on 

CapiUl Costs Related to 

the Diversion Alternatives 



Table S.43 



Residential System 


Total Existing Debt 

($000) 


Total DiTeraion 
Debt 
($000) 


Percent 
Increase 


■ 








Existing System (1992) 


$133,458 


$11,733 


9% 


Existing/Committed 


133,458 


14,853 


11% 


Direct Cost/Tax Neutral A 


133,458 


24,090 


18% 


Direct Cmt/Added 
Tax) B 


133,458 


24,090 


18% 


Expanded Blue Box 


133,458 


25,290 


19% 


WctyDry 


133,458 


73,606 


55% 


Mixed Waste/Low Quality 
Compost A 


133,458 


106,690 


80% 


Mixed Waste/High Quality 
Compost B 


133,458 


106,690 


80% 



Source: Future Urban Research 

An examination of York Region's existing debt charge position, that is, the comparison of debt 
payments (including principal and interest) to operating expenditures, indicated that debt charges 
represented Z6% of operating costs. The future diversion alternatives have the effect of 
changing these ratios for all systems. The continuation of existing service levels and the 
existing/committed program may raise debt charges to 2.9 and 3.0% of expenditures respectively. 
For the direct cost and expanded blue box systems, the ratio of debt charges to expenditures may 
increase to 3.2%. With the wet/dry system at 4.5% and the mixed waste systems, debt charges 
may increase to 5.4% This analysis is presented in Table 5.4.4. 
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Table 5.4.4 



York Region 

Effect of Diversion Costs on 

Municipal Debt Chaises 



Rcaidciitial System 


Existing Debt Chaifcs 
as > Pncent of 
Expenditures 


Future Debt Cbaifcs 
as a Perecnt of 
Expenditures 








1 Exiating System (1992) 


Z6% 


19% 


1 Existing/Committed 


2.6% 


3.0% 


Direct Coat/Tax Neutral A 


2.6% 


3.2% 


Direct Cost/Added Tax B 


2.6% 


3.2% 


Expanded Blue Box 


Z6% 


3.2% 


WetyOry 


2.6% 


45% 


Mixed Waste/Low Quality Compost 
A 


16% 


5.4% 


Mixed Waste/High Quality Compott 


16% 


5.4% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



Debt capacity calculations (the ratio of debt charges to operating expenditures) determines the 
amount of available debt permitted by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs (former OMB 
guideline). When estimating debt capacity (a 9% interest rate and a 10 year term was used), the 
total debt capacity for York Region approached $461.1 million (Table 5.4.5). The capital costs 
for the maicd waste systems reduce the Region's debt capacity to 48%, while wel/diy reduces 
capacity to 55%. These are the lowest and second lowest ranked systems respectively. The 
existing and existing/committed systems absorb the least amount of debt, leaving York with 69% 
and 68% respectively and were the highest ranked systems. The expanded blue box and direct 
cost systems are second highest ranked systems reducing the debt capacity to 66%. 
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Table 5.4.5 



York Region 

Effect of Divcrston Costs 

on Debt Capacity 



Rcsideotial System 


Total 
Available 
Debt 

CapadOr 
($000) 


Cumnt 
RdBalning 

Debt 
Capacity 
($000) 


Total 

DIvendoD 

Debt 

($000) 


PcrcciBt 
CapKlty 
Ranalnlns 












Existing System 
C1992) 


$461,198 


$327,740 


$11,733 


69^ 


EjDstiDg/Cotnmitted 


461,198 


327,740. 


14,853 


68% 


Direct Cost/Tax 
Neutral A 


461,198 


327,740 


24,090 


66% 


Direct Coit/Added 
TaxB 


461,198 


327,740 


24,090 


66% 


Expanded BItre 
Box 


461,198 


327,740 


25,290 


66% 


Wet/Dry 


461,196 


327.740 


73,606 


55% 


Mixed Waste/Low 
Quality Compott A 


461,198 


327,740 


106,690 


48% 


Mixed Waste/Higb 
Quality Compost B 


461,198 


327,740 


106,690 


48% 



Sources Future Urban Research 



5.43 Potential Impact on Mnnldpal Reserve Fnnds 

Under the system descriptions, the direct cost added tax system bad the capacity of generating 
$20.4 million in revenue that could be placed into reserves and us^ for other waste 
managementAvaste diversion activities. The cost to the household would approximate $92.56. 
Further, the $20.4 million in additional taxation represents approximately 52% of annual 
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operating results. This compares to a ratio of reserves to operating expenditures of 49% for ail 
other systems. 

As a result of this, the direct cost/added tax system is the highest ranked since it adds to the 
Region's reserve fund position. Conversely, the remaining systems including: existing, 
existing/committed, direct cost/tax neutral, wet/dry, mixed waste and the expanded blue box are 
the lowest ranked even though they do not affect the reserve fund. . 



5.4.4 P6tentia] Impact on the Level of Municipal Services 

To estimate the effect of each system, the relative level of annual diversion costs was compared 
to total operating expenditures. In this way, decreases in the level of service resulting from cost 
increases due to diversion can be captured. Cost increases that ranged from 0% to 3% of 
expenditures were considered to have a low effect Cost increases of 4% to 6% were considered 
to have a medium effect and cost increases above 7% were considered to be high. 

Table 5.4.6 indicates that the existing, existing/committed, direct cost and expanded blue box 
systems would all have a low effect on municipal service levels and ranked highest. Conversely, 
the mixed waste systems would have a high effect on municipal service levels and ranked lowest. 
The wet/dry system would as a result of its operating costs have a medium effect on municipal 
service levels and ranked second highest. However, it should be noted that York Region has the 
discretion to use reserve funds to of&et the impact of any of the alternatives put forth to soften 
the effects of any of the systems. 



5.4.5 Potential Impact on the Provincial Treasnry 

Pending funding arrangements with York Region, one third of the capital costs of the alternative 
systems may be funded externally. While the primary source of funds may be Provincial grants, 
the analysis does not exclude the possibility of other private funding sources. If this were the 
case, the alternative systems in York may be funded as follows: 

Existing $3.5 million 

Existing/Committed 4.4 million 

Direct Cost 72 million 

Expanded Blue Box 7.5 million 

Wet/Dry 22.0 million 

Mixed Waste 31.9 million 



Pt^ III 



Minuiry of Environment and Ener^ 
GTA 3Rs Analysis" Municipal Finance Technical A ppenHix 



York Region 
Openting Costs Related to 
the Diversion Alternatives 



Rcddeatial System 



Total Exlitliig 
ExpoHlltHm 

()000) 



Added DIvcraioD 
Expend ttum 
($000) 



Table 5.4.6 




Existing System (1992) 



S592,853, 



$6,816 



Exiiting/Committed 



592353 



11,655 



2.0% 



Direct Cost/Tax Neutral A 



592^3 



15,708 



^6% 



Direct C^t/Added 
Tax)B 



592^3 



15,708 



i6% 



Expanded Blue Box 



592,853 



16,078 



2.7% 



Wet/Dty 



592,853 



24,583 



4.1% 



Mixed Waite/Low Quality 
Compoit A 



592453 



41,552 



7.0% 



Mixed Waite/Higti Quality 
Compost B 



592,853 



46,152 



Source: Future Urban Research 



7.8% 



5.4.6 Potential Impact on Private Sector Industries 



Table 5.4.7 shows the level of private sector taxation in York for each diversion system. While 
taxes currently collected from the business sector now approach $77.9 million, tax charges for 
each system range from 3% for the existing system to 4% for the existing/committed. The direct 
cost and expanded blue box systems share of taxation would be 6%. Tlie wet/diy and mixed 
waste systems share of taxation would be 9%, 16% and 17% respectively. It should be noted 
that a percentage increase in the share of taxes relates directly to an increase in taxes. 

The existing system ranked highest followed by the existing/committed, direct cost and expanded 
blue box systems as second highest The wet/dry and mixed waste systems ranked lowest 
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Tabk 5.4.7 



York Rt^OD 
System Effects on Business Taxes 



Rttidentiat System 


Tol^Exlstiag 
BuaiiMaB Taxes 

($000) 


Total Added 
Tans Doc To 
Dtvenhn 
($000) 


Share of 
Taxattoii 










Existiog System (1992) 


J77,948 


S2,181 


3% 


Ejdsting/Comniitted 


T7,948 


3,730 


4% 


Direct Coct/Tax Neutral A 


77,948 


5,027 


6% 


Direct Cost/Added 
Tm)B 


77,948 


5,027 


m 


Expanded Blue Box 


77,948 


5,145 


6% 


Wet/Diy 


77,948 


7,867 


9% 


Mixed Waite/Low Quality 
Compost A 


77,948 


13,297 


im 


Mixed Waste/High Quality 
Compott B 


77,948 


14,769 


17% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



5.4.7 Sommary of Effects Analysis 

The following summarizes the above efifects by criteria and indicator for York Region. The 
system alternatives were ranked by the criteria and indicators by the Municipal Rnance group. 
The net efifects are summarized on Table 5.4.8. 

The highest ranked system is the existing system. The existing system would have the least cost 
impact on the tax payers in York and does not present significant debt costs to the financial 
structure. The existing/committed represents the second highest ranked. The direct cost/tax 
neutral and expanded blue box systems are the third highest ranked systems. They impose a 
low cost per household and do not require significant capital costs. The direct cost/added tax 
system imposes an additional cost to the tax payers which is unrelated to service received. This 
revenue, however, represents an addition to York Region's reserves, which are then available to 



Pagtll3 



Ministry (^Environment and Ener^ 
GTA 3Rs Analysis - MimidpaJ Finance Technicai Appendix 



assist in further waste management fmancing for other projects. As such, these added funds 
would be returned to tax payers in the future. Since these added charges, however, are collected 
as a fee for waste management, it is suggested that the funds be used only for waste management . 
purposes and not to decrease general levy requirements for other municipal services. It is for 
this reason that the direct cost/added tax system ranked below the direct cost/tax neutral system 
as third lowest. 



The mixed waste systems are the lowest ranked because they carry the highest tax effects and 
the highest capital costs. The second lowest ranked system was the wet/dry system because of 
its impact on debt capacity and municipal reserves. (Table 5.4.8) 



5.4.8 Sensitivity Analysis 

To confirm this ranking, the municipal finance component also undertook a sensitivity analysis 
on the key variables that may affect the criteria and indicators. The sensitivity analysis examined 
variations in capital costs, variations in operating cost, and household growth including a no 
growth scenario. While changing the value of the indicators shown above, the sensitivity analysis 
shows that, given the ranges tested, the general ranking of the systems shown above would not 
significantly change. , ° 
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REGION OF YORK 
NET EFFECTS SUMMARY TOR MUNICIPAL HNANCE 
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SENSITIVITY A^ALYS1S 
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5.5 REGION OF PEEL 

Each of the system alternatives for Peel Region have been described in the GTA 3Rs EA Input 
document prepared by M.M. Dillon Limited, Consulting Engineers and Planners and are also 
presented in schedule G appended to this report. There are, however, specific cost and revenue 
elements associated with each of the diversion alternatives. From a financial perspective, each 
system can be summarized as follows: 

a) Existing System : This system includes the facilities and programs/services presented in 

the existing descriptions, plus any capital costs required as a result of keeping pace with 
existing service levels. « 

Based on information provided by RIS, capita! costs required to provide the 
facilities/programs to maintain existing service levels are as follows: 
" $12,100,000 for a new MRF (59,000 tonnes/year) 
- $1,044,000 to distribute 17,400 backyard composters 



b) Exlstjny/Committed System : In total. Peel Region is expected to incur $43.5 million in 

capital expenditures including: 

-- $12,300,000 for a new MRF 

-- $1,090,000 to distribute 18,120 bacl^ard composters 

- $29,000,000 for 7 new Community Recycling Centres 

- $400,000 for mini recycling depots 

- $720,000 to distribute 12,000 backyard composters 



c) Direct Cost! TTiis system would charge for the amount of waste placed curbside. This 

suggests that Peel Region would have two options for charging for waste collection. 
Under a tax neutral approach, no additional revenue would be charged for waste and 
diversion collection purposes from the home owners beyond what is now collected via 
municipal taxes. That is, added direct cost revenue would be netted from collection 
costs before household tax rates are determined. 

Under an added tax direct cost system, garbage bag charges would be levied in addition 
to normal property taxes that include waste diversion and disposal collection costs. The 
extra revenue, while representing an added charge to the homeowner, would then be 
available to the Region to assist in financing other diversion and waste management 
activities. This analysis assumed that the added charges would yield approximately $23.3 
million per year to Peel Region. This cost to the household approaches $100. 
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- - $15,800,000 for a new MRF (93,000 tonnes/year) 
-- $720,000 to distribute 12,000 backyard composters 
-- $29,000,000 for 7 new Community Recycling Centres 
-- $5,545,000 to distribute 92,400 backyard composters 
-- $400,000 for mini recycling depots 

4) Expanded Blue Box : Includes an additional cost of $53.3 million for following: 

- $17,700,000 for a new MRF (111,200 tonnes/year) 

- $720,000 to distribute 12,000 backyard composters 

- $29,000,000 for 7 new Community Recycling Centres 

- $5,545,000 to distribute 92,400 backyard compc^ters 
~ $400,000 for mini recycling depots 

^1 Wet/Dry: This system would include capital costs including: 

- $22,400,000 to provide roll-out carts to 224,220 households 

- $32,200,000 for a central composting plant (118,000 t/year) 
• -- $17,700,000 for a new MRF 

-- $720,000 to distribute 12,000 backyard composters 
-- $29,000,000 for 7 new Community Rcqrcling Centres 
-- $5,545,000 to distribute 92,400 backyard composters 

- $400,000 for mini recycling depots 

j^ Mixed Waste: This system would require $131.6 million in capital expenditures including: 

- $12,300,000 for a new MRF 

" $720,000 to distribute 12,000 bacl^ard composters 
" $29,000,000 for 7 new Community Recycling Centres 

- $5,545,000 to distribute 92,400 backyard composters 

~ $107,000,000 for a mixed waste processing and composting plant 

(360,000 tonnes/year) 
~ $400,000 for mini recycling depots 



5.5.1 Potential Impact on Local Taxpayers 

The following describes the system net effects on the local taxpayers. Table 5.5.1 indicates that, 
when all elements are considered, gross costs in Peel Region may range from the existing level 
of $9.5 million per year to $7Z8 million per year for the mixed waste A system. Further, while 
the existing/committed expansion program may present a gross anntial operating cost of $17.4 
million per year, the direct cost/tax neutral system may approach S24.0 million per year, with a 
direct cost/added tax system approaching $47 J million in annual levy costs. 
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The household cost of dh^rsion may also be compared to the level of mumcipal taxation paid 
in Peel Region. In 1992, diversion activities represented S20.00 per household, or 1.5% of total 
municipal taxes of $1,337.00 per household per year (excluding school taxes). To estimate the 
future effects of an increasing tax base on the diversion alternatives the analysis included 
household growth estimates for Peel. (Table 5.5.2) 



Table 5.5.1 



Peel Region 

Cost of Alternative Diversion Systems 

Net Annual Diversion Costs ~ General Levy 



ResldcDiUI System 


Gnai Coots 










ExistiDg System 


$9,508,916 




Existing/Committed Program 


17,454,659 




Direct Coat/Tax Neutral A 


24,055,153 




Direct Cost/Added Tax B 


47355,153 




Expanded Blue Box 


25,757,175 




Wet/Dry 


31,904,990 




Mixed Waste/Low Quality Compost A 


65,491.412 




Mixed Waste/High Quality Compost B 


72,801,398 





Source: Future Urban Research 

Household costs range between $25.00 and $152.00 for the various alternatives. The 
existing/committed system ($41.00) represents from 4% to 6% of household taxes and has a 
medium effect on taxation. Further, the direct cost, expanded blue box, wet/dry and the mixed 
waste systems represent a share of above 7% of current average household taxes and therefore 
have the highest effect 

To estimate the effect of each system, a share of taxation guideline was utilized. For example, 
if taxation specificalfy related to diversion ranged from 0% to 3% of household taxes it was 
considered to have a low effect, while a share of 4% to 6% was considered to have a medium 
effect, and a share above 7% was considered to be high. It should be noted that a percentage 
increase in the share of taxes related directly to an increase in taxes. 

The existing system ranked highest followed by the existing/committed as second highest All 
other systems ranked lowest 
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Tabl« 5.5^ 



Peel R^on 

Percent of Diversion Costs to 

Houseliold Municiiwl Taxes 



Residential System 


Cvmnt 
Todd Mimidtwl 
Taxation Per 
HooaehoM 


Cost of Diversion 
PerHouMfaoid 


Share oT 
Taxation 










Existing Sjistem 


$U37.O0 


$25.00 


2% 


Ensting/Committed 


1337.00 


41.00 


6% 


Direct Cwt/Tax Neutral A . 


U37.00 


54.00 


8% 


Direct Cost/Added 
Tax)B 


1337.00 


129.00 


14% 


Expanded Blue Box 


1337.00 


57.00 


8« 


Wet/Diy 


1337.00 


70.00 


10% 


Mixed Waste/Low Quality 
Compost A 


1337.00 


137.00 


18% 


Mixed Waste/High Quality 
Compost B 


1337.00 


152.00 - 


• 20% 



Source: Future Urbao Researcb 



5.5.2 Potential Impact on the Debt Burden of the MDnicipallties 

This analysis assumed that the full capital cost of future diversion commitments would be 
annualized at 9% for a 10 year period. The efifef^t of increasing the existing debt position in Peel 
Region due on each alternative is shown on Table 5.5 J. 

All of the alternative systems significantly a£fect Peel Region's associated debt burden. Relatively 
the existing/committed program, the direct cost and expanded blue box systems have lower 
capital requirements and therefore Peel's debt burden is affected the least at increases between 
30 and 36% in these alternatives. Further, since the existing system requires additional debt only 
to provide existing service le\nels it is the lowest capital cost system and highest ranked. The 
mixed waste systems represent the highest capital costs and are the lowest ranked systems. 
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Tabk 5.5J 



Peel Region 

CapiUl Costs Related to 

the Diversion Alternatives 



ResidmtUl System 


Total Exisliiig Debt 
($000) 


Total Dinnkn 
D«t>t 

($000) 


Percnit 
IncRMe 










1 Existing System (1992) 


S146,408 


$13,144 


9% 


Entting/Commiited 


146,408 


43,510 


30% 


Direct Cost/Tax Neutral A 


146,408 


51,465 


. 35% 


Direct Cost/Added 

Tax)B 


146,408 


51,465 


35% 


Expanded Blue Box 


146,408 


53365 


36% 


Wet/Diy 


146,408 


107,965 


74% 


Mixed Waste/Low Quality 
Compost A 


146,408 


151,965 


106% 


Mixed Waste/High Quality 
Compost B 


146,408 


154,965 


106% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



An examination of Peel Region's existing debt charge position, that is, the comparison of debt 
payments (including principal and interest) to operating expenditures, debt charges represented 
4.3% of costs. The hiture diversion alternatives have the effect of changing these ratios for all 
systems. With the existing/committed, as well as for the direct cost and expanded blue box 
systems, the ratio of debt charges to expenditures may increase to between S.l and S.2%. With 
the wet/dry and mixed waste systems, debt charges may increase to 6.2 and 7.0% respectively. 
This is shown in Table 5.5.4. 



Page 121 



Ministry of Environment and Energy 
GTA 3Rs Analysis ■• Municipal Finance Technical Appendix 



Table S.5.4 



Peel Rcgioii 

Effect of Diversion Costs on 

Municipal Debt Chaises 



ResidMtial Systen 


Existtng Debt Ckufo 
as a PcrccBt at 
expenditures 


Future Drtt Ckaifcs H 
Expenditures 








Existing System (1992) 


4.3% 


4.5% 


Existing/Committed 


A3% 


5.1% 


Direct Cost/Tu Neutral A 


4.3% 


5.2% 


Direct Cost/Added Tax B 


43% 


5.2% 


Expanded Blue Box 


4J3% 


5,2% 


Wet/Dry 


A3% 


6.2% 


Mixed Waste/Low Quality Compost 
A 


43% 


7.0% 


Mind Waste/Higti Quality Compost 
B 


43% 


7.0% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



Debt capacity calculations (the ratio of debt charges to operating expenditures) determine the 
amount of avaUabIc debt pennitted by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs (former OMB 
guideline). When estimating debt capacity, using a 9% interest rate and a 10 year term, the total 
debt capacity for Peel Region approaches $687.1 million (Table 5^.5). The mixed waste systems 
absorb the largest amount of debt capacity, leaving Peel with 56% of its debt capacity. The 
wet/dry leaves Peel with 63% of its debt capacity while the direct cost and expanded blue box 
leave 71% of capacity. 

On an overall basis, when all of the debt factors are taken together, the existing system 
represents the highest ranked system as it carries the least cost in terms of capital. On the other 
hand, the mixed waste systems are the lowest ranked systems since they incur the highest capital 
costs. All other systems are ranked in between these systems because they cany high capital 
costs but a£fect Peel's 6nancing to a lesser extent 
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Table 5.5.5 



Peel Region 

Effect of Diversion Costs 

on Debt Capacity 



RcaideDtial System 


Total 
Available 
Debt 
Capacity 

(«000) 


Cnmat 
Rtmalolag 

Debt 
CapMdty 

(SOM) 


Total 
DImatuu 

Debt 
($000) 


Capad^ 
Remalniiig 












Entting System 
(1992) 


Wi87,I25 


$540,717 


S13,144 


77% 


Exutiag/Coiiiinitted 


687,125 


540,717 


43,510 


72% 


Direct Co»t/Tax 
Neutral A 


687,125 


540,717 


51,46«i 


71% 


Direct Cost/Added 
TaxB 


687,125 


540,717 


51,465 


71% 


Expanded Blue 
Box 


687,125 


540,717 


53365 


71% 


Wet/Dry 


687,125 


540,717 


107,%5 


63% 


Mixed Waste/Low 
Quality Compost A 


687,125 


540,717 


154,965 


56% 


Mixed Waste/Higb 
j Quality Cooipoat B 


687,125 


540,717 


154,965 


56% 



Source: Future Urtun Reaearch 



5 J J Potential Impact on Municipal Reserve Funds 

It was shcTwn under the system descriptions that the direct cost/added tax system had the capacity 
of generating a S233 million in extra ^e^«nue that could be placed into reserves and used for 
other waste management/waste diventon activities. The cost to the household would 
approximate $7534. Further, the $233 million in addltionai taxation represents approximately 
94% of annual operating expenditures. 



As a result of this, the direct cost/added tax system is the highest ranked since it adds to the 
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Region's reserve fund position. Conversely, all other systems are the lowest ranked systems 
because they do not impact the reserve fund. 



5.5.4 Potential Impact on the Level of Municipal Services 

To estimate the effect of each system, the relative level of annual diversion costs was compared 
to total operating expenditures. In this way, decreases in the level of service resulting from cost 
increases due to diversion can be captured. Cost increases that ranged from 0% to 3% of 
expenditures were considered to have a low effect. Cost increases of 4% to 6% were considered 
to have a medium effect and cost increases above 7% were considered to be high. 

Table 5.5.6 indicates that the existing, existing/committed, direct cost and expanded blue box 
systems would all have a low effect on municipal service levels. Conversely, the mixed waste 
systems would have a high effect on municipal service levels. As a result of its operating costs, 
the wet/dry system would have a medium effect on municipal service levels. However, it should 
be noted that Peel Region has the discretion to use reserve funds to o&et the impact of any of 
the alternatives put forth to soften the effects of any of the alternatives. Table 5.5.6 presents the 
effects on the level gf municipal services. 

As a result, the existing and existing/committed systems ranked hi^est. The direct cost and 
expanded blue box systems ranked second highest, followed by the wet/dry system. The mixed 
waste systems ranked lowest. 



5.5.5 Potential Impact on the Provincial Treasury 

Pending funding arrangements with Peel Region, one third of the capital costs of the alternative 
systems may be funded externally. While the primary source of funds may be Provincial grants, 
the assumption does not exclude the possibility of other private funding sources. If this were the 
case, the alternative systems in Peel may be Winded as follows: 



Existing $3.9 million 

Existing/Committed 13.0 million 

Direct Cost 15.4 million 

Expanded Blue Box 16.0 million 

Wet/Dry 32.4 million 

Mixed Waste 46.4 million 
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Tabic 5.5.6 



Peel R^ion 
Operating Costs Related to 
the DiverstoD Alteniatives 



ReMcnttal System 


TotaJ Esittliig 
ExpendltuRS 

($000) 


Added Divenkn 
ExpendituRS 
($000) 


Percent 
iDcrease 










Existing System (1992) 


$883^73 


$9,508 


1% 


Existing/Conimiued 


883^273 


17,454 


2% 


Direct Coat/Tax Neutral A 


883^73 


24,055 


2% 


Direct Coat/Added 
T«x)B 


883^73 


2*,0S5 


3% 


Expanded Blue Box 


883,273 


25,757 


3% 


Wei/Diy 


883,273 


31.904 


4% 


Mixed Watte/Low Quality 
Compost A 


883,273 


«S,49l 


7% 


Mixed Wa«te/Higb Quality 
Compost B 


883,273 


' 72301 


wm. 



Source: Future Urban Research 



5 J.6 Potential Impact on Private Sector Industries 

Table 5.5.7 shows the level of private sector taxation in Peel for each diveision system. While 
taxes currently collected firom the business sector now approach Si 49 million. Tax charges for 
each system range from 2% for the existing; 3% for existing/committed; 5% for both direct cost 
systems (added revenue bag charges are only residentially related) and expanded blue box; 6% 
for the wet/dry; 13% for mixed waste A and 14% for the mixed waste B system. It should be 
noted that a percentage increase in the share of taxes relates directly to an increase in taxes. 

As a result, the existing and the existing/committed systems are the highest ranked. The direct 
cost, wet/dry and aq}anded blue box systems are the second highest ranked. The mixed waste 
systems are lowest ranked. 
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Table 5.5.7 



Systei 



Peel R^OB 
Effects on Business Taxes 



Residential System 


Total Existtng 
Buainai Taxes 


Total Added 
Taxta Dnc To 

Dlrcraiao 

($000) 


Share of 
TaxadoD 










Exiuing System 


$149,449 


$3,613 


2% 


Ensting/Committed 


149,449 


6,633 


3% 


Direct Cost/Tax Neutral A 


149,449 


9,141 


5% 


Direct Cost/Added 
TaxB 


149,449 


9,141 


5% 


Expanded Blue Box 


149,449 


9.788 


S% 


Wet/Dry 


149,449 


12,124 


6% 


Mixed Waste/Low Quality 
Compost A 


149,449 


24387 


.13% 


Mixed Waite/High Quality 
Compost B 


149,449 


27,66S 


14% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



5.5.7 Snminaiy of Effects Analysis 

The following summarizes the above effects by criteria and indicator for Peel RegioD and this 
is shcfwn on Table S.5.8. 

The existing system is highest ranked. The existing system represents the least cost to the tax 
payers in Peel and does not present significant debt costs to the financial structure. The 
existing/committed system is the second highest ranked system as it has a medium e£Fect on taxes 
and does not present significant debt costs to the financial structure. The direct cost/tax neutral 
and ocpanded blue box have similar tax efifects and both ranked third highest. The direct 
cost/added tax system imposes an additional cost to the tax payers which is unrelated to service 
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received. This revenue, however, represents an addition to Peel Region's reserves, which are 
then available to assist in further waste management financing for other projects. As such, these 
added funds would be returned to Peel's tax payers in the future. Since these added charges, 
however, are collected as a fee for waste management, it is suggested that the funds be used only 
for waste management purposes and not to decrease general levy requirements for other 
municipal services. It is for this reason that the direct cost/added tax system ranked below the 
direct cost/tax neutral system as third lowest. 

The mixed waste system is the lowest ranked because it represents the highest tax effects and 
also the highest capital cost. Similarly, while les^ burdensome in terms of the tax effect, the 
wet/dry system represents the second lowest ranked system. 



5.5.8 Sensitivity Analysis 

To confirm this ranking, the municipal finance component also undertook a sensitivity analysis 
on the key variables that may affect the criteria and indicators. The sensitivity analysis examined 
variations in capital costs, variations in operating cost, and household growth including a no 
growth scenario. While changing the value of the indicators shown above, the sensitivity analysis 
shows that, given the ranges tested, the general ranking of the systems shown above would not 
significantly change. 
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PEEL REGION 
NET EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR MUNICIPAL FINANCE 



G«Krilnto 


9tMMl( 


9^M«1 


MMtCen 


DtadCeel 

(•dMlH) 


tkfmitilWtmtm 


WtVDi)! 


MbHdHteto 


MludWMir 

mn^Hiel} 




Miildrif 1 Fl— 


HiiheM nnked 


Sftcond n^i^M 
naked 


11wdHi|lM 
nnked 


ThM LdwU 
nftked 




SeoondLoKcii 
nnked 


Ldkii nnked 


Vimtai ranked 


biipKlnUal 

T«levy(J) . 
Tai pcf hawhaU (S) 
SlUK of mlion («) 


la 
9.HI,9I« 
2S 


SeemlHIfheM 

nnkiiddiKtat 

. \i.4»,m 

41 
6% 


Lowa nnked due 
la 

. »,0];,1S3 

54 

>8« 


LanHM nnked 
duels 

47.1S1I]} 

IS 

14% 


LmtM nnked due 
la 

2J,7J7,175 

57 

M 


la 
31,904.990 
70 
10% 


Uweu nnked due 
<a 

65,491,4)2 

137 

10% 


Uwe*i nnked due 
lo 

73.801,399 

152 

»% 


AMUM(i(detil(l) 
DcM (Mymean (S) 
DclKa|»dqt(«) 


Hiflm nnked due 
lo: 

UIHOOO 

7T» 


mAeddwln 
431510.000 

t.T«aooo 

72% 


niikcddueioi 
51,4tS^ 

a,oit.ooo 

71« 


-niMNthcM 
nrteddueia 

M1J.00O 

■71% 


duett 
!X3«S,000 
M15.000 
71% 


Second Ijdval 
nHkeddueidc 

107,965,000 

■ i^saooo 

«3» 


LcMreu nnked due 

10: 

154.965,000 

24,147,000 

54% 


Lowol ranked due 

lO: 

154,965,000 

24.147,000 

56% 


Tou( meiwn (5) 

nonva/ luuKtalilCS) 


LoMM ni*ed dee 
la 






LanotnitBddlK 
la 




LOMM wted due 





HlilainBked 
duem 

' 21,3011000 

■ 75.M 


Lorn nnked ihM 
ta 





n* 


t^am nnked due 

ta 



91% 


to: 


91% 


Lomt nnked due 
m. 





92% 


tm^mtmM 1 l|iil 
Lrnla«S«ni«nt 

OpenUatooaCI) 
. PeiteM iMnK (%) 


H«»al nnked due 
lo: 

1% 


H«lat nnked due 

n,4M.t» 


Seonl kithcN 
nnked due to: 

34.0IS,I» 

.3% 


nnked due la 
. M,OSS.153 


Sceond hifhefl 
nitteddueu 

I5,7S7.17J 
.3% 


Seoond km« 
nnked due la 

31,904.990 

,4% 


Lmw nnked due 
lo: 

45,491,412 

.7% 


LnvcM ranked due 
lo 

71.Sai.39B 

.1% 


l'n»1r lundMt <t) 
Gaud) 
llifhcrpiipcid) 
<itvm of I'rMie ino 

n^ -' no effect on 
nsidentiil ffltttm 


1 litheM ranked due 
(ri 

n* 

nk 

(lit 

2% 


1 iiilKil ranked due 

lo 

n* 
n* 

■ <*■ ; 
1% 


Scumd higheft 
raiihcd due In 

nlc 

■n* 


SeoMl M|hcti 
nnked due Ki 

■•■I* 


Seaml hi|lieil 
nnked due lo 

■m, ■ 
.m - 


LM.CUIU ni|ncM 
nnked due la 

nit 
Tit 
*» 


\atteM ranked due 
ID- 

n* 

-■■«» 
n* 


liwrcsl ranked due 
in 

rv* 
n/r 
14% 



CI 

5;! 



1. 



S. 
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Tibit 5. J. 9 



' SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS 
PEEL 











Direct 


Dlnct 








Edsdnt 




Comolttcd 


CoitA 


C<Mt B Expanded Wrt/Dry 




Miitd a Mixed b 






m 


4t 


54 


129 f? 


n 


m "2 


CaplUl Coiti 

10% 






m. 


57 


1J2 m 


m 


;!**:■ 160 


10% 




n/a 


■m 


60 


135 m. ' 


it; 


lil; 168 


-10% 




n/a 


" St 


51 


127 5$ 


'H. 


W 144 



Cnnl 



10% 


n/a 


•»f 


31 


126 


m 


iSf 


ijffi 


144 


20% 


n/« 


3S 


At 


124 


$1 


■ m 


m 


135 


30% 


n/a 


.^i 


45 


121 


m 


■ m. ■ 


m 


127 


OpcnrttncCoM 










1 








10% 


n/a 


m- 


57 


132 


m 


n 


i||^;: 


160 


20% 


n/a 


m 


60 


135 


64 


75 


i^. 


168 


-10% 


n/a 


m 


63 


138 


67 


n 


m 


176 



n/a 
Wa 



HocnclioW Growth 

m 
201S 

* Wnhoul growth toRK operating uid capital cons may not be required 

nil - not applicable 



161 
102 



ii 



m 
tot 



191 
119 



Source: Future Urhaa ReMardi 
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6.0 RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM EFFECTS SUMMARY 

Tables 6.1 and 6.2 summarize the ranking process for all Regions. Table 6.1 indicates each 
Region's effects analysis according to the ranking. Table 6.2 compares selected criteria and 
indicators for each diversion system. The overall results of the net effects analysis shows a 
consistency among the Regions with respect to the existing and mixed waste systems. In all 
Regions, the existing system ranked the highest, while the mixed waste system ranked lowest. 
In terms of the Municipal Finance criteria: taxation, debt, municipal service, business sector tax 
and reserves, the existing system had a low effect in all the Regions. Gsnversely, after employing 
the same criteria, the mixed waste system had a high effect in all Regions. Relative to the other 
alternative systems, the mixed waste system carries with it high capital and operating costs and, 
therefore, has a high (harmful) effect on the criteria and indicators. The existing system has the 
lowest capital and operating costs in aU of the Regions and has a low effect on the criteria and 
indicators. 

The existing/committed, direct cost, expanded blue box and wet/dry systems also ranked 
consistently in all Regions except Metro Toronto. The existing/committed ranked second highest, 
direct cost A and expanded blue box systems ranked third highest The direct cost B system 
ranked third lowest and the wet/dry system ranked second lowest consistently in all Regions 
except Metro. 

In Metro, all of the systems other than the direct cost 6 and mixed waste systems ranked highest. 
The direct cost B system ranked second highest, while the mi:Kd waste system ranked lowest. 
The primary reason for ranking most of the systems in Metro as highest relates directly to the 
magnitude of normal capital and operating costs. For example, the wet/dry system carries with 
it $63.4 million in operating expenditures and $141.7 million in capital costs. While these appear 
to be large, they do not have a high effect on tax, debt or reserve funds in Metro because of its 
substantially larger financial structure — existing operating costs, $5.3 billion and existing debt 
$1.1 billion. The other factor that influences the overall ranking in Metro is the ratio of 
residential to commercialA>usiness assessment. In Metro, the private sector represents 45 percent 
of total assessment, with the residential sector representing the balance. This high rate of 
commercial/business assessment (and the higher tax rates paid by the private sector) has the 
effect of softening cost increases on the residential sector. 

While table 6.1 compares the overall ranking of each system in each Region, Table 6.2 quantifies 
the criteria and indicators for each of the alternative systems in each of the GTA Regions. 
Although there is a consistency amongst the rankings, the analysis yields different results for each 
of the criteria and indicators. These differences arise due to the specific characteristics of both 
the alternatives themselves and to the specific characteristics of the Regions. As a result, there 
are several reasons why an alternative system may have different effects in each of the GTA 
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Regions. To further explain the differences amongst the indicators, each effect should be 
considered in light of the following: 

*' the capital cost required to undertake a system; 

* the operating cost required both from a collection and processing point of view, 

* the amount of additional reserves that a system may generate; 

* the amount of additional reserves that a system may use up; 

* the size of the tax base; 

^ the growth of the tax base; 

* the composition of the tax base (residential vs commercial); 

* the number of households within the Region; 

* the growth in population and households over the study period; 

* the number of households receiving curbside service; 

* the existing financial structure of each of the Regions and local municipalities in terms of 
operating costs, debt carrying ability, existing reserves, existing levels of grants, and other 
non-tax revenue sourjces. 

Due to the number of factors that may influence the effects that a system may have it is 
suggested that prior to a Region undertaking a specific 3Rs alternative, a detailed and localized 
Gnancial effects analysis be completed to confirm these results. 
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Table 6-1 
Summary of Residential 3Rs Sytem Kankings by Region 
Municipal Finance 



Region 


System 1 


System 


System 


System 


System 4 


System 5 


System 6A 


System 1 




Existing 


2 


3 A 


3B 


Expanded 


Wei/Dry 


Mixed 


6B 






Existing 


Direct 


Direct 


Blue Box 




Waste 


Mixed 1 






/Commi 


Cost A 


Cost B 




, 


(Low 


Waste 






tied 










Quality 
Compost) 


(High 
Quality 

Compost) 


Oiubam 


Highest 


Second 


Third 


Third 


Third 


Second 


Lowest 


Lowest 




ranked 


Highest - 


Highest 


Lowest 


Highest 


Lowest 


Ranked 


Ranked 






ranked 


ranked 


ranked 


ranked 


Ranked 






Metro 


Highest 


Highest 


Highest 


Second 


Highest 


Highest 


Lowest 


Lowest 




ranked 


ranked 


ranked 


Lowest 
Ranked 


ranked 


ranked 


Ranked 


Ranked 


York 


Highest 


Second 


Third 


Third 


Third 


Second 


Lowest 


Lowest 




ranked 


Highest 


Highest 


Lowest 


Highest 


Lowest 


Ranked 


Ranked 






ranked 


ranked 


ranked 


ranked 


Ranked 






Peel 


Highest 


Second 


Third 


Third 


Third 


Second 


Lowest 


Lowest 




ranked 


Highest 


Highest 


Lowest 


Highest 


Lowest 


Ranked 


Ranked 






ranked 


ranked 


ranked 


ranked 


Ranked 




1 
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Table 6.2 



REGIONAL SYSTEM NET EFFECTS BY SELECTED INDICATORS 



System (in 2000 


1 


Durham 


Metro 


Vorii 


Peel 


Existing 










' 




Tax Per Household 


2% 


2% 


2% 


2% 




Amount of Debt 


9,697.000 


7.090.000 


11.733,000 


13,144.000 




Reserves 





. 










Level of Service 


- 1% 


1% 


m 


1% 




Private Sector Taxes 


3% 


2% 


3% 


2% 


Existing/Coniniitted 












Tax Per Household 


4% 


2% 


4% 


6% 




Amount of Debt 


13,858,000 


16,025,000 


14,853,000 


43,510,000 




Reserves 








« 







Level of Service 


2% 


1% 


2% 


2% 


"- 


Private Sector Taxes 


6% 


2% 


4% 


3% 


Direct Cost A 




^ 










Tax Per Household 


4% 


2% 


5% 


8% 




Amount of Debt 


20.436,000 


37.866.000 


24.090.000 


51,465,000 




Reserves 





Q 










Level of Service 


3% 


m 


iil; 


3% 




Private Sector Taxes 


7% 


3% 


ll^^ 


5% 


Direct Cost B 


s 




• 








Tax Per Household 


10% 


6% 


12% 


14% 




Amount of Debt 


20,436,000 


37,866.000 


24,090,000 


51,465,000 




Reserves 


16,200,000 


51.000,000 


20.400,000 


23,300,000 




Level of Service 


3% 


1% 


3% 


3% 




Private Sector Taxes 


7% 


3% 


il 


5% 


Expanded Blue Box 


■ 










Tax Per Household 


5% 


3% 


^ 


8% 




Amount of Debt 


21,635,000 


42,666,000 


25:290.000 


53.365,000 




Reserves 
















Le^l of Service 


3% 


1% 


m 


3% 


- 


Private Sector Taxes 


8% 


3% 


#1 


5% 


Source: Futnre Urban Research 
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Table 6.2 



REGIONAL SYSTEM NET EFFECTS BY SELECTED INDICATORS 



System (in 2000] 


1 


Durham 


Metro 


York 


Peel 


Wetmry 














Tax Per Household 


6% 


3% 


7% 


10% 




Amount of Debt 


60,186,000 


141,746,000 


73,606,000 


107,965,000 




Reserves 











■^ 




Level of Service 


■mt 


1% 


4% 


' , .#i 




Private Sector Taxes 


Wi. 


3% 


9% 


•■i^ 


Mixed Waste a 




*■ 


T 


%■ 






Tax Per Household 


9.0% 


7.0% 


11.0% 


18 0% 




Amount of Debt 


88,336,000 


279,866,000 


106,690,000 


154,965.000 




Reserves 


« 













Level of Service 


m. 


3% 


7% 


f^' 




Private Sector Taxes 


». 


8% 


16% 


im 


Mixed Waste b 














Tax Per Household 


9.0% 


8.0% 


12.0% 


20.0% 




Amount of Debt 


88,336,000 


279,866,000 


106.690,000 


154,965,000 




Reserves 


B 








6 




Level of Service 


m 


3% 


8% 


■'■ m 




Private Sector Taxes 


im- 


9% 


17% 


im 


Source: Future Urban Research 




.; r 


* - , 
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SCHEDULE A 



Detailed Municipal Finance Profiles 



REGION OF DURHAM 



MUNICIPAL FINANCE ASSESSMENT - REGION OF DURHAM 
(SOOO's except demographics) 





KMD 


OshaMi 


HOl!SEIIOLDS{lW2)* 


140,832 


48,570 
34.49% 


EQUALIZED TAXABLE ASSESSMENT 


-, 




RtsMtntlil 




4,472,626 


Conuncrclal/lnd ustrial/Busiiieu 




1,215,860 


TOTAL 




5,688,486 



Residential Porilon Percentage 
Cromnierclal/Other Portion Percentage 
TOTAL 



78.6% 

1L4% 

100.0% 



AJax Claringlon 

18,711 16,947 

13.29% 12.03% 

3,064,936 2,543,891 

307,763 151,048 

3,372,699 2,694,940 



90.9% 

9.1% 
100.0% 



94.4% 

S.6% 
100.0% 















%uf 


Pickering 


WTiilby 


Brock 


-Scugog 


UxbHdge 


Total 


Total 


21.225 


20,258 


4,056 


6.171 


4,894 


1 40,832 




15.07% 


14.38% 


2.88% 


4.38% 


3.48% 


ioo.m)% 




4,085,884 


3,206,848 


660,635 


1,142,838 


1,025,045 


20,202,703 




413,124 


990,625 


83,920 


141,892 


143,929 


3,448,162 




4,499,008 


4,197,473 


744,555 


1,284,730 


1,168,973 


. 23,650,865 




90.8% 


76.4% 


88.7% 


89.0% 


87.7% 


85.4% 




9.2% 


23.6% 


11.3% 


11.0% 


12.3% 


14.6% 




100.0% 


j 00.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 





RESIDENTIAL ASSES.SMENT PER IIOUSEIIOLU 



"I^4&. 



25,506 



3,556 



28,262 



6,027 



9,286 



4.253 



4,854 



24,484 



RESIDENTIAL MILL R.\TF,S 

Loral (Oshawa excludes nitrgcd area) 

Regional 

Schools 

TOTAL 

A\ ER.\GE TAX PER HOL'SEliOI.I) 
Local 
Regional 
.Schools 
Other Direct Charges 

TOTAL 



113.00 


26.67 


137.56 


17.51 


94.80 


65.30 


118,52 


122.71 


N/A 


73.32 


19.56 


124.98 


20.80 


94.50 


53.95 


115,32 


124.69 


■ N/A 


213.22 


54.05 


401.00 


SH.79 


242.10 


135.05 


353.19 


360.60 


N/A 


399.54 


100.28 


663.54 


97,10 


431,50 


254.30 


587.03 


608,00 


N/A 


897.90 


680.25 


489.15 


494.87 


571.36 


606,38 


504,07 


595.63 


675.93 


582.60 


498.89 


444.50 


587.84 


569.57 


500.98 


490.49 


605.29 


548.18 


1,694.25 


M78.59 


1,426.15 


1,661,50 


1,459,78 


1.254.07 


1,502.23 


1.750.47 


1,562.25 


304.56 


352,00 


365.64 


351,78 


295.93 


343.69 


344.57 


339.66 


328.19 


3,479.30 


2,909.73 


2,725.44 


3,095.99 


2,896.64 


2.705.12 


2,841.35 


3,291.05 


3,114.54 



REXENI'E 

Municipal Property Taiatlon 
Rrshlenlisii & Farm 
Coninicrclal, Industrial & Business 
Other Direct C-hargcs 

TOTAL 
School Taxes 

TOTAL ' 

TAX 

Lr%,\ Local 

Regional 

School Board 

TOTAL 



44,881 


21.840 


18,223 


23,631 


24,725 


4,564 


6,476 


5,937 


150.275 


31.4 


36,753 


7.086 


4,273 


8.467 


9,614 


803 


1,158 


1,083 


69,236 


14.5 























U 





U.O 


81,634 


28,925 


22.49S 


32.098 


34,338 


5,367 


7,634 


7,020 


219,512 


45,8 


84,233 


33,108 


29.599 


45,688 


40,695 


5,823 


10,512 


9,944 


259,601 


54,2 


165.867 


62.033 


52,094 


77,786 


75,033 


11,190 


18,146 


16,964 


479,113 


IOO.U 


49,612 


16,906 


12.591 


1 S,030 


18,439 


2.97S 


3.900 


3.582 


123,036 


25,7 


32,021 


12,019 


9,905 


17,068 


15.899 


2.392 


3.734 


3,438 


96,476 


20.1 


84,233 


33,108 


29,599 


45,688 


40,695 


5,823 


10.512 


9,944 


259,601 


54.2 


165,866 


62,033 


52,094 


77.786 


75,033 


11,190 


18,146 


16,964 


479.113 


100,0 



MliNICIPAI> UNANCK ASSESSMENT 
(SOOO's (scrpi dcniugraphics) 

I.OCAI. HK\liNllF, 

Piopci-ty Tatnllon(Lornl) ' 

L'ncundillanal (iranlj 

Condltlnnil (iranis 

Patmrnls In LIcuofTaxc] 

ftti & Senlcf Charge* 

Program Revenues 

TOTAL 

OPF.RATINC; HXPENDITUHES 
Oncrnl (Jovcriuiiriit 
Prolciiiiit) 
I'l'UiispiiiiullDii 
Ell^i^olmK'lIlat - Scncr 

- >\atcf 

- Sulid \\ Aste 
Hcallh & Surlal Sen ins 
KecrfHiiun 

PInnning 

TOTAL 

C APITAL RilMD HEX ENI'ES 

Revenue Fund 

Huervei A Heierve Funds 

l.on J 1 erni Borrawlng 

OnlaHo (iranis 

Other Sourees 

TOTAL 

( APII AI. FliNI) EXPENDITliRKS 

<ien('iiil Caveminent 

Prolecllun ^ 

Ti'unspni-tullon 

F.miruiniiL'iilal - Sem'r 

- Water 

- Sulld W asle 
Iteallh & Soelal Scnkes 
Ket'iriitiun 

I'lniiflbig 

TOTAL 

L()N(; TFHM HFBT Ol' TSTANDINC; 

DEin ( iiah(;es 

HF.SKKXES/RFSEKVE FUNDS 



KE(;i()NOF I)(IKHAM 
KMI> 

96,476 

l!l,813 

126.557 

n 

J2,275 

81,043 

. 355,16-1 



10,058 
55,178 
I7,6N4 
54,49-1 
36,061 
13.124 

164,157 



3,H6K 

354,724 



39,»45 
8,767 
32,750 
13,335 
982 
95,679 



330 

3,445 

21,424 

11,453 

19,063 

421 

653 



J2 

56,»11 

tl,N?N 

4,851 

113,522 



Oj^hjiHH 



Ajai 



49,612 


16,906 


5,148 


840 


5,122 


1,436 


2,216 


327 


10,092 


2,759 


13,107 


3,084 


85.297 


25,353 


10,600 


4,127 


14.5«0 


S.20N 


32,528 


6.478 


872 


u. 





(i 


2,676 


974 


1,727 


60 


18,620 


7,614 


3,732 


1,213 


85,336 


25,717 


3,480 


1,343 


7,012 


1,708 


7.432 


6,000 


3.824 


1,276 


U09 


1,142 


23,058 


11,469 


560. 


t.045 


534 


156 


7,J4S 


2,349 


3.()«4 





628 


•« 


319 


« 


663 





3,197 


1,386 


1,325 


34 


17,578 


4,969 


IM.OSt 


15,670 


6,001 


500 


33,153 


15,882 



NewxHslle 

12,591 
839 
1,698 
1,677 
3,415 
1,825 

22,044 



5,001 
2,718 
6,529 

■ ■ m 



1,727 

138 

4,484 

1,539 

22,179 



1,153 
2,581 

U49 
42 
5,126 



229 

51 

3,584 



A" 

4 

18 

1.014 

191 

5,092 

5,987 

854 

22,471 



PU'kering 



WTiltbv 



Si"t!"i: 



15,030 


18,439 


2,975 


3,900 


1,113 


1,064 


327 


322 


2,547 


2,095 


711 


955 


5,658 


1.576 


106 


120 


5,335 


3,486 


411 


559 


4,796 


5,464 


569 


566 


34,480 


32,124 


5,099 


6,422 


6,188 


4,348 


929 


1,126 


7,666 


6,655 


683 


714 


7,816 


9,275 


1,740 


2.66H 


m 


190 








■m 


« 





8 


im 


1^ 


129 


324 


224 


334 


87 


52 


10,320 


8,522 


1,061 


1,134 


1,124 


1,261 


268 


139 


34.302 


31,922 


4.897 


6.165 


2.151 


677 


768 


778 


4,688 


7,367 


4 


2)1 


2,300 


374 


393 





1,770 


1,682 


563 


332 


20 


141 





121 


10,929 


10,241 


1,728 


1.442 


m 


M 


70 


16 


•tm 


9n ' 


51 


57 


2,393 


7,121 


911 


917 


50 


426 








» 














1» 








i 


IM 


511 


8 


2,4!(2 


1.344 


111 


397 


22 


201 


186 


14 


5,349 


10,276 


1,840 


I.4II9 


7,504 


11.807 


775 


220 


241 


625 


121 


37 


14.660 


16.880 


1,847 


2,064 







mai 


ibHdge 


Total 


Tutal 


3,582 


219.512 


38.3 


241 


28,707 


5.0 


746 


141,866 


24.8 


173 


11,852 


2.1 


692 


59.025 


10.3 


1,093 


111,548 


19.5 


6,527 


572,510 


100.0 


1.627 


44,004 


7.7 


634 


94.036 


16.5 


2,066 


86.784 


15.2 





55,685 


9,7 





36,142 


6.3 


197 


21,335 


3.7 





166,879 


29.2 


1,524 


53.279 


9.3 


80 


13.226 


2.3 


6.128 


571,369 


100.0 


1.121 


5M17 


31.5 


642 


32,980 


20.3 





49.249 


30.3 


821 


24.952 


15.3 


410 


4.167 


2.6 


2.994 


162,665 


lOO.U 


143 


2,678 


25 


152 


5.S04 


5.2 


I.26J 


47.310 


44.6 





14,933 


14.1 





19,691 


18.6 





854 


0,8 





1,977 


1.9 


1.141 


11,081 


10.5 


8 


2,014 


1.9 


2,707 


106,042 


too.o 


32 


71,924 




27 


13,257 




1.521 


222,000 
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METROPOLITAN TORONTO 



MUNICIPAL FINANCE ASSESSMENT - METROPOLITAN TOHONTO 

(SOOO's except demographics) 

Metro 
HOUSEHOLDS (1992)* 875,021 

EOUALIZED TAXABLE ASSESSMENT 
Rrsldentiai 

C'ainnierclal/lndustri«l/Busln«s3 
TOTAL 

Residential Portion Percentage 
CanunerciBl/Olhcr Poilloti Percentage 
TOTAL 



Toronto 


Etobicoke 


Scarborough 


North Vork 


\ork 


East York 


Total % ofTolal 


273,936 


116,625 


177,033 


205,604 


56,809 


45.014 


875,021 


31.31% 


13.33% 


20.23% 


23.50% 


6.49V. 


5.14% 


100.0% 


38,(»87,752 


16,527,561 


22,884,183 


30,902,569 


6,314,103 


5.284324 


120,000,492 


J8.453,372 


13,083^59 


13,050,649 


20,141,111 


2,040,923 


1,814,889 


98,584,204 


86,541,124 


29,610,820 


35,934,832 


51,043,681 


8,355,026 


7,099,214 


218,584,696 


44.0% 


SS.8% 


63.7% , 


60.5% 


75.6% 


74.4% 


54.9% 


S6.e% 


44.1% 


36.3% 


39.5% 


24.4% 


15.6% 


45.1% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 



RESIDENTIAL ASSES.SMENT PER IIOUSKIIOLI) 



6,135 



6,469 



5,443 



6,572 



4,387 



4,836 



137.140 



RESIRENI lAL MILL R.VTES 
Local 

Regional 'v 

.Schools 

, TOTAL 

AVERAGE T.AX PER IIOI'SEIIOLI) 
Local 
Regional 
Schools 
Other Direct Charges 

lOTAL 



84.lt 


67.21 


83.76 


70.06 


119.84 


98.36 


N/A 


117.77 


111.67 


110.81 


112.46 


109.69 


110.62 


N/A 


239.96 


235.93 


237.20 


235.98 


235.53 


237.20 


N/A 


441.84 


414.81 


431.77 


418.50 


465.06 


446.18 


N/A 


516.01 


434.78 


455.91 


460.43 


515.74 


475.67 


478.52 


722.52 


722.39 


603.14 


739.09 


481.21 


534.96 


676,93 


1,472.15 


1,526.13 


U91.08 


1,550.86 


1,033.27 


1,147.10 


1,416.01 


171.69 


221.47 


199.15 


213.00 


222.29 


214.75 


199.09 


2,882.37 


2,904.87 


2.549.27 


2.963.38 


2,262.51 


2.372.48 


2,770.54 



REVENUE 

Municipal Property Taxation 

ResldentUIA l-artn 

Coninicrclat, [iiduslrial St Business 

Other Special Charges 

TOTAL 

School Tales 



lOTAL 



T.AX 

Levy - Local 

- Regional 

- School Board 
Total Tax Lew 



317.662 


133,615 


183,662 


245.050 


56,432 


45358 


981,779 


21.1 


553316 


129,619 


135,796 


199,489 


23.333 


20,060 


1,061,613 


22.K 


36,834 


14,689 


14,473 


27.032 


6,458 


5,542 


105.028 


23 


907,812 


277,923 


333,931 


471,571 


86,223 


70.960 


2.148.420 


46.1 


1,038,099 


347,691 


388.858 


575,458 


81,938 


73.108 


2.505.252 


53.8 


1,945.911 


625.614 


722,789 


1,047,029 


168.161 


144,168 


4.653.672 


IIIO.U 


369,409 


99,180 


138.196 


171317 


41,730 


313W 


851,155 


18.7 


501,569 


164,054 


181,263 


273,222 


38,034 


34,094 


1,192,236 


26.2 


1,038.099 


347,691 


388,858 


575,458 


81,938 


73.208 


2,505,252 


55.1 


1,909,077 


610,925 


708,317 


1,019,997 


161,702 


138,625 


4,548,643 


lOO.U 



Ml INKII'AI- FINANCE ASSKSSMENT-NrKTROPOMTAN TORONTO 
. (SOOO'i except dMHograpliks) 
LOCAL REVENIIE" 
PrupcrtvTaiallon (Local) 
Unconditional Cr*nt* 
Con<llliona) Grants 
Pavmenlt in Lku orTairs 
Feci & Service Charges 
Prujjruni Rei rnues 

TOTAL 

OPEIi,\TIN(; EXPENDITURES 
( irnr rait Hi\ eminent 
Protection 
Trunsportiitinn 
Eiivlronmrnlal Sewer 
' \\»trr 
Sutid \\astr 
lleHlth & S4u-i:i] Services 
Hecrention 
Planning 

TOIAr. 



Metro 


Toronto 


Etohlcoke 


Scarborough 


North ^orlt 


\orl( 


Bust York 


Total 


V. of Total 


1,297^6S 


369,4(19 


99,180 


138.196 


171,317 


41,730 


31,323 


2.148,420 


41.3 


H4,510 


16,461 


7,112 


11,606 


11,995 


6,JS0 


2.981 


211,017 


4.1 


1,285^16 


29,550 


9.340 


16,690 


16,223 


4,954 


5,104 


1,367,177 


26.3 





92.326 


14,829 


18,897 


22,752 


1,726 


1.601 


152,131 


2.9 


139,305 


80,1 nv 


11,468 


27,325 


41,822 


6,907 


4.294 


421,118 


8.1 


641,967 


110,915 


33,798 


18,398 


61.7S8 


10,852 


8,846 


896,564 


17.3 


3,608, J 63 


708,759 


185,727 


14MI2 


325.897 


72,519 


54,150 


5,196,537 


loo.o 


107,074 


193.721 


25,7-'3 


39,930 


50,869 


12,095 


11,520 


540,982 


10.2 


585,595 


123.387 


34,268 


45,724 


58.543 


16,380 


11.591 


875,488 


16.6 


853J7J 


89,506 


28,555 


40,415 


47,047 


13,251 


6,839 


1,078.986 


20.4 


143,646 


I9J04 


8,093 


6.988 


11.843 


3,401 


1,978 


195,253 


3.7 


92.818 


24.981 


16,821 


14.192 


22,419 


3,978 


988 


176,197 


33 


98,785 


34.593 


12,139 


12,303 


21,998 


4,475 


3,571 


187.864 


3.6 


1,538,351 


45,813 


9,tl98 


13.109 


17,771 


5,587 


5,129 


1,634,858 


309 


152,128 


138,146 


49,168 


62,032 


86.434 


13,304 


11,974 


513,186 


9.7 


19,210 


43,803 


3,722 


6,036 


5,606 


1,265 


713 


80,355 


1.5 


3,690,980 


713,254 


187,637 


240,729 


322,530 


73,736 


54,303 


5,283,169 


lOU.O 



C APH AL fl'NI) RE\ EMiKS 

Kr^ rnue Fund 

Resenrs & Kisrrte Funds 

Long 'iemi Borrnwifig 

Ontario Ci'ants 

Other Sou ires 

TOTAL 



87,911 


6,908 


9,052 


8,198 


19,385 


1,239 


144 


142,937 


20.2 


33.259 


30,573 


4,610 


22,445 


31,244 


1,353 


1,477 


124,961 


17.7 


125,000 


14.096 


482 


1,119 


5,775 





967 


157,439 


22.3 


161,416 


6,796 


5,248 


2,822 


5,879 


2,489 


2,108 


186,758 


16.4 


7,301 


81.931 


406 


3.260 


1,091 





48 


94,038 


13.3 


414,887 


150,304 


19,798 


37,844 


73,375 


5,081 


4,844 


706,133 


IIHI.O 



CAPITAL FtiNI) E\fENnnTiHE!J 

General {;ii\eilinieiil 

Protection 

Transportation 

Enilronnicnial -Sewer 

- Uatrr 

. Sulld \N iiite 
Health & Siirhil Services 
Hecreatlon 
Flunnine 

TOTAL 

LONG TKKM IIEHT OliT.STANDINC: 

I)EHT(.iiah(;e.s 

reser\ es/hf,.seh\ e fijnim 



64.294 


12,647 


1,581 


26,039 


2,738 


348 


236,006 


30,172 


9,378 


71,710 


5,787 


4,801 


15.605 


3,081 


4,725 


1 4.669 


2,010 


20 


25.267 


79 





12.018 


37,607 


3,395 


185 


56,582 


« 


465,793 


150.703 


24,248 


512,694 


406.385 


56,093 


141,215 


43,016 


12,116 


332.040 


314,993 


47,521 



Sj|7 


1.976 


670 


111 


86,696 


11.5 


759 


2,230 


854 


6 


32.974 


4.4 


7,033 


16,703 


4,040 


3,167 


306,499 


407 


9,066 


4,921 


1,988 


876 


99,150 


13.2 


2,147 


4,868 


654 


249 


31^29 


4.J 


57(1 


167 








17,436 


2.3 


35 





54 





25,435 


3.4 


9.187 


32,237 


930 


SS2 


95,926 


12.7 


214 


9 


273 


224 


57,478 


7-6 


34,328 


63,103 


9,463 


5,285 


752,923 


1(10.0 


7,814 


29,760 


19,567 


18,063 


l,05t),386 




4,540 


9,774 


13,801 


5,538 


230,000 




124.270 


126,096 


11,464 


12,078 


968,462 





• Sonne Hardv Slcvciisi.n nnd Visiieiaic^. "(il \ IK^ \iiiilvMs ,S<Kial liiipa.i Ifihrm.i! Appc-iutix I994h 
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REGION OF YORK 



MliNIClPAL FINANC.K ASSESSMENT 

(SOOO's except ileniographics) 

HOlJSEH«Ll>S{1992)« 



REGION or YORK 











Hichniond 




Whllchurcli 


EhsI 








'/out 


KMV 


Aurora 


Markham 


New market 


Hill 


Xaughnn 


Stoumille 


(iwllilnibur} 


C^torglna 


King 


Total 


Total 


161,6S4 


I0,U74 


46,912 


15,233 


27,456 


32,083 


6,501 


5.986 


11,235 


6,174 


161,654 






6.23% 


29.02 Vo 


9.42% 


16.98% 


I9.ti5% 


4.02% 


3.70% 


6.95% 


3.82% 







EQttALIZED TAXABLE ASSESSMENT 
Rrsiilentlal 

Conuiicrrlal/lndustrlal/Biulness 
TOTAI, 

Residential Portion Percentage 
Commercial/Other Portion Ferrentage 
TOTAI, 



2,205,655 


1U7).932 


2.644,750 


6,707,884 


8,869,633 


1,591,275 


U63,I8S 


237.157 


4,982,U8J 


851,427 


1,928,938 


5,335,704 


315,877 


105,594 


2,442,813 


16,254,015 


3,496,177 


8,636,822 


14,205337 


1,907,152 


1368,779 


90.29% 


69.35% 


75.65% 


77.67% 


62.44% 


83.44% 


92.29% 


9.71% 


30.65% 


24.35% 


22.33% 


37.56% 


16.56% 


7.71% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100,00% 


100.00% 



1,856,006 1,857,515 38,267,835 

223,564 171,663 14,152,009 

2,079,570 2,029,178 52,419,844 

89.25% 91.54% 73.0% 

10.75% 8.46% 27.0% 

100.00% 100.00% 100.0% 



RESIDENTIAL ASSES.SMENT/ liOli.SEIlOLD 



9,471 



34,212 



23,136 



32,135 



40,523 



27,433 



21,363 



18.977 



32,656 



236,727 



KKSIIIENTIAL MILL KATES 
Loral 
Regional 
.Srhuuls 

TOTAI, 

A\ ER.A(;E tax PER IIOUSEIIOLI) 
Local 
Regional 
Schools 
Other Dlred (.liarges 

TOTAL 



22.87 


14.56 


, 20.40 


25.70 


t6.t« 


22.02 


28.07 


31.97 


16.30 


iN/A 


11.38 


11.80 


12.97 


11.76 


11.39 


l*M 


14.03 


13.13 


13.22 


^/A 


61.71 


66.40 


72.29 


66.72 


,«J.47 


tS;i7 


81.23 


76.02 


77.22 


N/A 


95.96 


92.76 


105.66 


104.18 


. nM 


111.20 


123.33 


121.12 


106.74 


N/.A 


116.60 


498.13 


471.97 


825.87 


655.66 


604.07 


599.66 


606.69 


532.29 


581.92 


107.78 


403.70 


300.07 


377.91 


461.56 


378.85 


299.72 


249.17 


431.71 


368.08 


584.46 


2,271.68 


1,672.50 


2.144.05 


2,571.99 


2,067.63 


1,735.32 


1,442.63 


2,521.70 


2,071.86 


325.89 


292.90 


275.96 


313.23 


332.19 


49.67 


136.59 


178.34 


79.03 


272.91 


1,234.73 


3,466.41 


2,720.51 


3,661,05 


4,021.40 


3,100.22 


2,771.29 


2,476.83 


3,564.73 


3,294.77 



REVENUE 

Municipal Properly Taxation 

Residential & Fann 

Conimrrcla), Industrial & HuslncM 

Other Special Charges 

TOTAL 

School Taiei 



lAX 

Lfvj Local 

Regional 
. School Board 



TOTAL 



TOTAL 



9,798 

3,453 

1,187 

14,438 

23,977 

38,415 



8,836 

4.415 

23,977 

37,228 



46,781 

24,998 

422 

72.201 

158.535 

230.736 



.43.819 

27,961 

158,535 

230315 



11350 
4,867 
1,280 
17,497 
35,121 
52,618 



9^M 

35,121 
51338 



32,457 
11,677 
1,131 
45,265 
77.569 
122,834 



30,716 
13,419 

77,569 
121,704 



37374 
28,245 

68,519 
140,415 
208,934 



40.928 

24,690 

140.415 

206.033 



6,535 

1,724 

265 

8.524 

15,949 

24.473 



4,868 

3393 

15,949 

24,210 



5,212 

586 

235 

6.033 

10,951 

16.984 



3.918 

1,882 

10,951 

16,751 



10,108 


6,716 


166.331 


22.2 


1,598 


800 


77,948 


10.4 


638 


253 


8312 


I.I 


12344 


7,769 


252.590 


33.7 


17,896 


16,512 


496.925 


66.3 


30,240 


24,281 


749.515 


lOll.O 


8,605 


4,707 


156319 


21.1 


3,101 


2,810 


87,966 


11.9 


17.896 


16,512 


496.925 


67.11 


29.602 


24,029 


741.210 


100.0 



MIJNICIPAI. KINANC R ASSKSSMKN I RKCJIOIN OK VOKK 



(lUUU's extept demoeraphks) 










Richmond 














%«f' 




RMV 


Aurora 


Markhani 


Ncwniurkel 


HUI 


\'aughan 


'fm 


VJiJ 


Georglna 


King 


Total 


Total 


LOCAL RKVI.;NCIK'* 


























rroperlyTaiallon 


96,171 


8,S36 


43,819 


9,922 


30.716 


40,928 


4,868 


3,918 


8,605 


4,707 


252,590 


46.2 


I'nroiiilitlanal (iranis 


1M9S 


m 


MM 


1,076 


1.599 


2,254 


m 


400 


1,166 


246 


28.515 


5.2 


(.'ondlllonal <■ nulls 


93,7(12 


tm ■ 


IMm 


1,473 


2,564 


4,599 


T3.4 


771 


1,264 


880 


t 14,696 


21.0 


Pa^-nunts In LItu of Taifs 


n 


268 


929 


359 


254 


899 


1(7 


67 


88 


97 


3,078 


0.6 


Vfet & S»nlM Charges 


in.90j 


1,837 


11,526 


4,855 


13,448 


12,294 


1,326 


758 


2,074 


1,512 


60.533 


11-1 


Program Revenues 


2LISI 


3348 


22.068 


4,8(14 


10,017 


20,364 


1,395 


1.042 


1,751 


M75 


87,315 


16.0 


TOTAL 


240,921 


15,644 


88466 


J2,4S9 


58,598 


81,338 


8,749 


6,956 


14,948 


8,817 


546,727 


100.0 


OPF.ItVTINC; eXPENDITliKF.S 


























OniTal (^oicmnienr 


9.234 


4^89 


12,719 


4,156 


11,272 


13,135 


1.439 


1,546 


2,545 


1,091 


61.526 


10.4 


Pi'DlcctInn 


59,329 


1,929 


13,629 


3,042 


7J08 


13,540 


1.427 


622 


1,604 


1,048 


103,478 


17.5 


TrknspurlRllon 


2O,9S0 


2,367 


18,082 


3,914 


1 1,724 


15,189 


1,384 


1,670 


3,906 


2,051 


81.237 


13.7 


Enilroniiivnlal Sewer 


48,706 


134 


2,126 


1,229 


2,769 


3,477 


418 


130 


1,245 


301 


60,535 


10.2 


- n Bter 


25.936 


1.104 


3,826 


2,172 


1.635 


2,982 


371 


420 


791 


341 


39.578 


6.7 


- Solid W ai(e 





1.162 


17,891 


3,615 


5.864 


9,238 


761 


795 


1,255 


1,070. 


41,651 


7.0 


lleallh & Social Senlrn 


1IH,72I 





17 


U 


251 


121 


SO 





136 


2 


119,298 


20.1 


Ki'crraliiin 





4,642 


19,625 


6.366 


12,545 


19,763 


2,266 


1. 441 


2,947 


1,680 


71,275 


12.0 


Pluiinlng 


1,741 


399 


3,332 


452 


2,557 


3,938 


441 


. 275 


590 


550 


14,275 


2.4, 


lOTAL 


2N4,617 


16,126 


91.247 


24.946 


55,925 


81,383 


8,557 


6,899 


15,019 


8,134 


592,853 


100.0 


CAPITAl, H'NDHKXENl'liS 


























kei f nuf Fund 


9,274 


m 


m 


189 


2.667 


'm " ' 


3t 


342 


1,430 


424 


16,548 


1(13 


Keseitei A Hesene Funds 


24.293 


2,832 


4,782 


1,079 


11,180 


1 6.951 


796 


548 


1.940 


407 


64,808 


40.2 


Long Temi HorroHlng 


4(1,076 





7,999 























48,075 


29.8 


OnlarioCiranIs 


iU,H71 


1,153 


3,S50 


594 


2,380 


2,499 


. m 


214 


708 


279 


22,271* 


13.8 


Ulhf r Suurrti 


3,933 


25 


709 


209 


3,830 


194 


12 


535 


I mi 


41 


9,588 


5.9 


TOTAL 


NK,447 


4,491 


1 7,997 


2,071 


20,057 


20,396 


871 


1,639 


4.178 


1,151 


161.298 


100.0 


C APII AL FUND KXPF:NI)ITI'WKS 


























C;enei'al (;o\ernmrnl 


23,44(1 


m 


' m 


381 


3.S23 


mr- ■■ 


121 





94 


71 


29,956 


21.5 


Pi'otecllon 


1,345 


s» 


MH 


45 


176 


:m 


54 





354 


634 


3,474 


2.5 


1 »-uiispnriHllon 


36,333 


1,672 


5,593 


1.245 


2,501 


2,090 


284 


605 


2472 


518 


53.313 


38.2 


Kntlroniiiciilal - Sewer 


2X4 


57 


241 


179 


880 


489 


92 





2281 


99 


4,602 


i.i 


Water 


KXll 


■nm 


■Wt 


103 


1,081 


m 


123 


284 


5 


72 


12,474 


8.9 


Solid Waste 


(1) 


M' 


■ \m- 








m 


9 


<) 








405 


0.3 


iU-jilili & Sociiil Senicfs 


1,324 


*■ 


* 








n 





o' 








1.324 


0.9 


Kei-ri-alioii 


9 ■ 


m' 


1,298 


120 


20,382 


8.418 


348 


192 


471 


IH4 


32,075 


23.(1 


Pliiimiiig 


s- . 


<e . 


271 


2 


30 


L457 





. II 


4 





1,769 


1.3 


TOIA[. 


71,551 


2,929 


9,93 1 


2,075 


18,873 


14,671 


1,022 


1,081 


5,681 


1,578 


139.392 


lllll.l) 


1 ONC; TFHM DFUT OIiTSTANDIN 


39,906 


2,253 


25,332 


1,630 


22,606 


30,369 


951 


3,079 


6,769 


563 


133,458 




r)KHTtllAR(;F.S 


5,526 


16 


1,328 


614 


1,608 


4,124 


346 


477 


1,173 


32 


15,244 

290,271 




Ki:SFR\ KS/KKSFHVi; FliNDS 


107,453 


15,537 


44,453 


7^81 


54,395 


39,318 


7,146 


2,036 


6,978 


5,574 





\7A-!N..I Ap(itirahlr 

• SmHi<: llarii\ .Sioicn'ioii ,iiul .\.-.s.hi.iIl-s. \,\ \ ?|U Vii,i1\sis. Social linpacl I cclmK^il .Vppendi.v , iyV4li 

'•| tit-.il KL*\ciiHO e\^■|lHlc^ iIml-lI tlwryi's 

Sourk^- Minp>.tr\ .ilMimiupal \llnir^ M.\KS IIK's 1 1)92 



REGION OF PEEL 



MliNICIPAL FINANCE ASSF.SSMRNT - RKGION OF PEEL 

(SOOO's except demograpliics) 



HOUSEHOLDS (I9SZ)* 

EQUALIZED TAXABLE ASSESSMENT 
RnhtcnlUI 

Comtnerclal/lndiutrial/Bustness 
TOTAL 

Reildcntlal Portinn Percrnlagr 
ComnMrclal/Other Portion Percenlage 
TOTAL 



HMP 


Brampton 


MisstssHuga 


Caledon 


Total % oflotal 


236.775 


72,943 


152,759 


11,073 


236,775 




30.81% 


64.52% 


4.68% 






11, SI 3460 


28,420,649 


2,609,749 


42,543,658 




2,365,151 


6,296,071 


407,460 


9.068,682 




13,878,410 


34,716,720 


3,017,210 


51,612,340 




82.96% 


81.86% 


85.50% 


82.4% 




17.04% 


18.14% 


13.50% 


17.6% 




100.00% 


100.00% 


100.00% 


100.0% 



RE.SIDENTIAL A.SSESSMENT PER IIOliSEIIOM) 



27342 



33,973 



36,821 



179,680. 



RESIDENTIAL MILL k.a ES 
Local 
Regional 
Schools 



TOTAL 



A\ ER.\GE TA.V 
Local 
Reflonal 

Schouls n 

Other Direct Churges 



TOTAL 



20.43 


15.38 


21.08 


N/A 


14.47 


15.26 


12.35 


IN/A 


S6.S6 


.52.75 


62.46 


N/A 


91.46 


83,40 


95.89 


NIX 


558.60 


522.54 


776.19 


545.51 


395.64 


518.56 


454.74 


477.71 


1,546.57 


l,792.<tH 


2,299.84 


1.740.19 


316.07 


31L90 


329.54 


314.01 


1.816.87 


3,145.08 


3,860.31 


3.077.42 



RE\ENLiE 

Municipal Property Tuvntiun 
Kesidentlal di FHt-ni 
('onimercial, Imiuittial & Huilness 
Other Direct (harges 

TOTAL 
School Tri» 

TOTAL 



71,669 


157,376 


14,216 


243,261 


23.2 


43.130 


103,366 


2.954 


149,449 


14.3 














0.0 


114,799 


260,742 


17.170 


392,711 


J7.5 


176,593 


446,864 


30,410 


653,867 


62.5 


291,392 


707,606 


47,580 


• 1,046,578 


100.0 



TAX 

[,t\y - Local 

- Rcglnnal 

- School Hoard 



TOTAL 



69,585 


131,138 


11,025 


111,748 


20.2 


45,215 


129,604 


6,145 


180,964 


V.i 


176,593 


446.864 


30,410 


653,867 


62.5 


291,393 


707,606 


47.580 


1,046,579 


1U0.O 



MIINIC.IPAL FINANCE ASSESSMENT - REGION OF PEEL 
(SQOfl'i ricrpt dtniographlcs) 



LOCAL REVENUK" 
Prnpeny Taiallon 
Unconditlnnal (ii-ants 
Condlllonal Grants 
Pajnirnts In LIru of lanes 
ftti Si Scr\'lce Charges 
Program KrvcmiCH 



TOTAL 



RMP 

1 §0,963 

32,143 

147,656 



10,027 
108,008 

478,797 



Brampton 

69,SSS 

3,S39 

8,257 

1,528 

16.766 

21,533 

121,208 



Misslssauga 

131,138 
7,836 
21,286 
19,362 
33,652 
49,724 

262,998 



Calcdon 

11,02S 

597 

2^11 

109 

1,593 

2,213 

17,748 



Total 


% of Total 


392,711 


44.6 


44,115 


5.0 


179,410 


20.4 


20,999 


2.4 


62,038 


7.0 


181,478 


20.< 


880,751 


100.0 



OPER.\TIN€; EXPENDITURES 
General Governmenl 
Prutcrlluii 
Ti-anjpurlatlon 
Emii'Oiuiii'nlal - SiHrr 

- H ater 

- .Sullil \> astr 
lleallh & -Social Seri Ices 
Recreation 

Planning 

TOTAL 

t.APITAL FUND HKV INUES 

Revtnut Fund 

RcscncsA Rnenr Funds ■ 

Long Term Bnrroning 

Ontario Grants 

Other .Sourrrt 

TOTAL 

CAPITAL FIIND K\PFNI)[TI RES 
General Go^ emnieni 
Protcdltin 
Transpaiiation 
Envlronnicnlal - ScHer 
■ WMcr 
Solid Waste 
Health & .Social Sei^lrrs 
Recreation 
Planning 

TOTAL 

LONG TERM l)KB I Ot t S I ANDINC; 
IIF.HTC IIAR{;RS 
RESERVF,S/RESFR\ K FINDS 



I 7,698 

U3,78S 

I 7„539 

67,570 

49,527 

13,487 

193,341 



2,916 

475,863 



25,063 

49,752 

51,736 

7,K02 

7,S99 

141,952 



3,1)70 

11,303 

21.366 

30.230 

1 5,983 

6,064 

3,685 

S 

Wr 

91,709 

S2,4S2 
22,249 

376.167 



19,391 

22,293 

39,282 

289 



4,971 

814 

29,279 

4.144 

120,463 



1,421 
26,453 
11,210 

1,268 

488 

40,840 



5,568 

1,730 

6,903 

10 

$ 

6 

3 

9,811 

192 

24.217 

89400 
13.359 
52,946 



67,252 

44,110 

83,487 

3,8S3 



. 12,734 

641 

49,299 

8.115 

269,491 





48,517 

1.701 

15,841 

142 

66,201 



37,102 
933 

i» 


26,232 

' 
70,938 

1,^ 

375,438 



4,035 


108376 


12.3 


1,774 


181,962 


20.6 


5,486 


145.794 


16.5 


y* 


71.826 


8.1 


« 


49,527 


5.6 


UOO 


32,392 


3.7 


8 


194,804 


22.1 


3,807 


82,385 


9.3 


1,032 


16,207 


1.8 


17,456 


883,273 


100.0 


U62 


27.746 


11.0 


491 . 


125,213 


49.8 


1^ 


64,884 


25.8 


« 


25,182 


10.0 


m 


8,279 


3.3 


2J1I 


251,304 


KMI.O 


•m: 


14,906 


7.9 


m 


13.920 


7.3 


U64 


66,735 


35.2 





31,173 


16.5 


.:#. , 


15,983 


8.4 


*■ 


6,064 


,3,2 


'P 


3,688 


1.9 


.ms 


36,668 


19.4 


1»9 


319 


0.2 


2,592 


189,456 


1 0U.0 


1,365 


146,408 




571 


37,861 




7.189 


8I1.74U 
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REGION OF HALTON 



MUNICIPAL FINANCE ASSKSSMENT REGION OF IIALTON 

(SOOO's except demographics) 



IIOLiSEliOLDS(I992)* 

EQUALIZED TAXABLE ASSESSMENT 
KrildrntliU 

Conunri'clal/lRduitrial/Buslnrss 
TOTAL 

KMidenllai Porllon Pcrcrnlafc 
Conunei-claJ/OllKr Portion PcrcenUte 
• TOTAL 

HESIRENTIAL ASSESSMKNT PER HOUSEHOLD 



RMII 
11I,SH6 



Burlington 
48,485 
43.45% 

7,781,760 

2,763,519 

10,545,279 

73.79% 

26.21% 

100,00% 

7,842 



Ilallon IlUIt 
12,791 
11.46% 

2,096,414 

525,581 

2.621,995 

79.95% 

20.05% 

100.00% 



MUion 


Oalnllle 


10,559 


39,750 


9,46% 


35.62% 


1,857,541 


8,227,213 


825,922 


. 2,836,130 


2,683,464 


11,063,443 


69.22% 


74.36% 


30.78% 


25.64% 


100.00% 


100.00% 



6,604 



9,267 



Total 

111,586 

100.00% 

19,962,929 

6,951,251 

26,914,180 

74.2% 

I5.S% 

100.0% 

178,902 



% of Total 



RESIDENTIAL MILL KATES 
Local 
Rcglonfll 
Sthouls 

lOTAL 



71.66 


77.77 


65.06 


■WM- 


41.12 


S2.43 


59.10 


56.40 


181.33 


219.44 


149.95 


190.18 


195.11 


349.64 


374.11 


325.02 



N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 



AVERAGE TAX PER IIOUSEIIOLD 
Lorul 
Rrgional 
School! 
Othci' Direct Chargn 

TOTAL 



561.96 


52922 


429.66 


726.90 


604.44 


330.31 


356.79 


390.30 


522.66 


407.54 


1,411.99 


1,493.19 


1,650.67 


1,762.40 


1,573.07 


275.81 


198.84 


2S8.72 


277.94 


177.59 


2,590.06 


2,678.14 


2,729.34 


3.189.90 


2,862.64 



HE\"ENl,'E 

Municipal Property Tnintluii 
KesldenlinI & Fami 
Commercial, Industrial A Business 
Other Direct Charges 

TOTAL 
School Taxes 

TOTAL 

TA.\ 

Levy - Local 

- Rtflonal 

- School "' 
Total lax Lm 



47,865 


12,461 


9,407 


47,509 


117,141 


28.4 


21,862 


4,281 


5,559 


21,801 


53,504 


129 

















0.0 


69,717 


16,743 


14,966 


69,310 


170,746 


41.3 


95,480 


24.379 


25.819 


96,724 


141,412 


58.7 


165,207 


41,121 


40,795 


166,034 


413,158 


100.0 


40,828 


' 9,465 


7,819 


40,464 


98,576 


23.9 


28,899 


7,178 


7,148 


28.848 


72.173 


17.5 


95,480 


14,379 


25,829 


%,724 


242.412 


58.7 


165,207 


41,122 


40,796 


166.036 


413,161 


100,0 



MUNICIPAL FINANCK ASSESSMENT - KEGION OF HALTON 
(SflOQ'scxccpl (leniogrxphlcs) 



UH AI, HKVKNUE*' 
Proprm Taxation 
Uncundltlonal Cninis 
Conditional Grants 
l'a>Tiirnls In tltu orTuxes 
Fees A Service Char|es 
Frogram Kcvenue« 

TOTAL 

OPEIUTINC; EXPENDITURES 

Generul CovrrtitnenI 

Protccllun 

I'runijpoi'tutUin 

Fii\ Ironiiientnl - Sewer 

Water 

SoUri W lutc 
llrahh & Social Scnlces 
Recreation 
Planning 

TOTAL 

CAPITAL Fl'NI) RE\'ENUES 

Ke^enue Fund 

Kesertrs Si Reserve Funds 

Long Temi Borrowing 

Ontario (imnts 

Other Sources 

TOTAL 

CAPITAL FliNI) EXPENDITIIRKS 
General Gotemnieiil 
Protection 
Tmnspurtntloii 
lin\ Iruninentnl - Sewer 
^\■atcr 
- Solid \\ aiitr 
Ifealth & SocIhI Services 
Reciralion 
Planning 

TOTAL 

LONG TERM DEBT OlifSTANDING 
DEBT ( IIAKGES 
RESERVES/RESEH\ K KIiNOS 



RMII 

72,(70 

14,737 

53^58 



5,787 

S2.22J 

199,276 



14,092 
42.225 

5,318 
14.864 
22,3UO 
21,876 
£5,432 
968 

2,809 
199,884 



12,237 
13,039 
39.884 
12,869 
2,859 
80,888 



1,911 

1, 80S 

8.(102 

4.830 

9,9S9 

14,194 

21,510 

IJJ 

17 

62,461 

99,524 
18,298 
89.214 



Rurlington 

40,828 
2,722 
5,257 
2,956 
5,622 
10,113 
67,498 



10,394 
11,134 
22,060 

9m 


2,131 

290 

18,570 

2,247 

67,824 



883 
7.443 

2,750 

3,869 

555 

15,500 



163 

1,057 

11,400 

944 



tf 

54 

2,721 



16,439 

28.901 
4,536 

46.537 



iialton Hills 

9,46S 
1,120 
1,277 
445 
2.026 
2.278 
16,611 



3,805 

2,496 

4J11 

109 



688 

200 

4,257 

751 

16,617 



972 

2,729 



785 

705 

5,191 



339 
M57 

2,258 
8 
■« 


315 
A 

4,283 

5,513 
655 

10,613 



MUton 

7,819 
567 

1,600 
680 

1,460 

1,679 
13,805 



2,080 
1.544 
4,574 

m 

■ m 

m 

12 

4,556 

497 

13,789 



'wm, 

371 
2,800 

262 
5,223 



4,009 
II 
A 

A 



1,679 


5,842 

3,965 

583 
5,350 



Oak« Ule 

40,464 
2.184 

> 1,W5 
t,78« 

9,804 
66,713 



11.096 
12,278 
20,129 

'9 

461 

17.058. 

3,135 

66.675 



3,047 
19,194 

2,192 

10,464 

252 

35,149 



■4m: 

It?- 

22,691 
■ 01 

9 

P 
3,033 

no 

26,686 

12,256 

2,386 

25,600 



Total 


•/.or Total 


170,746 


46.9 


21330 


5.9 


66,030 


18.1 


6,016 


1.7 


23,683 


6.5 


76,098 


20.9 


363,903 


100.0 



41,467 
69,677 
56,392 
26,386 
22,684 
26,940 
66.395 
45,409 
9,439 
364,789 



18,045 
43,289 
45,197 
30,787 
4,633 
141,951 



J.llO 

4,499 

48,360 

5,894 

9,959 

14,294 

21,581 

7,881 

133 

115.711 

150,159 

26,458 

177,314 



11.4 
19.1 
15.5 

7.2 

6.2 

7.4 

18.2 

12,4 

2.6 

100.0 



12.7 
30.5 
31,8 
21.7 
3.3 
100.0 



2.7 

3.9 

41.8 

5.1 

8.6 

12.4 

18.7 

6.8 

0.1 

100.0 
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SCHEDULE B 



Costs of Diversion by Municipality 



1992 TOTAL GTA 3Rs COSTS 

(in dollars) 





Collection Processing 


Other 


Gross 


Rev& 


Net Res. % 


Res. 








Cost 


Grants 


Cost of Taxes 


Costs 


Durham Region (1993 Budget) 


>: 












Overhead 




769,800 


769.800 




769,800 




Facililies Mgt 




77,000 


77,000 




77,000 




MRF 


3,625,600 




3,625,600 




3,625,600 




Blue Box 


1 ,873,900 




1.873,900 




1,873,900 




. Operations 


684,000 


1,516,400 


2.400,400 




2,400,400 




Material Sales 









727,000 


-727,000 




. Tipping Fees (Rec ) 


". " • 







10,000 


-10,000 




Rec'd from Area Munic 









4,941,400 


-4,941.400 




MOEE 








472,300 


■472,300 




Subtotal 


2,757.900 3.625,600 


2,363,200 


8,746,700 


6,150,700 


2,596,000 




Oshawa 






' 


„ 






Blue Box 


643,504 




643.504 




643,504 




Compost 


211,834 




21 1 ,834 




211.834 




Subtotal 


855,338 





855,338 





855,338 




Ajax 














Blue Box 


352,000 




352.000 




352,000 




Compost 


153,670 




153.670 




153,670 




Subtotal 


505,670 





505.670 





505,670 




Clarington 














Tires 


5,500 




5.500 




5,500 




Cardboard 


605 




60S 




605 


f . ' ' 


Scrap Metal 









666 


-666 




Leaf Coll/Compost 


20,671 20,643 




•41,514 




41,514 




Oil & Solvent * 


2,800 




2,800 




2.800 




Christmas Trees 


5.233 




5,233 




5,233 


* 


Blue Box 


230,048 




230,048 




230,048 




Subtotal 


26,104 259,596 





285,700 


666 


285,034 


' 



Cost/ Residential 

1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

Hshlds. Tonnage Gross Net Gross Net 



1992 TOTAL GTA 3Rs COSTS 

(in dollars) 



Pickerins 

Blue Box/Igloo 
Compost 
Leaf 

Ctirlstmas Trees 
Bulk Items 
Subtotal 

Whitby 

Special Collection 
Blue Box 
ComposI 
Subtotal 

. Brock 

■ Blue BOK 

Leaf Pickup 
Subtotal 

Scugog 

Blue Box 
Compost 
Subtotal 



sction Pr 


ocessing 


Other 


Gross 


Rev& 


Net 


Res. % 


Res. 








Cost 


Grants 


Cost 


of Taxes 


Costs 




376,526 
132,724 


10,000 


386,526 
132,724 


• 


386,526 
132,724 


' 


i 


54,500 






54,500 




54,500 






28,275 






28,275 




28,275 






17,316 






17,3lff 




17,316 






100,091 


509,250 


10,000 


619,341 





619,341 




. 


116,397 






116,397 


3.839 


112,558 




■' 


13,748 


378,621 


1 1 ,081 


403.450 




403,450 




' 


. 


200,058 


4,544 


204,602 




204,602 


* 




130,145 


578,679 


15,625 


724,449 


3,839 


720,610 








50,836 




50.836 


^ 


50,836 


^' 




2.260 






2.260 




2.260 






2,260 


50,836 





53,096 





53.096 






4,279 


53,816 




58,095 




56,095 








137 




137 


4,702 


-4,565 






4,279 


53,953 





58.232 


4.702 


53,530 







Cost/ Residential 

1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

HshJds. Tonnage Gross Net Gross Net 



1992 TOTAL GTA 3Rs COSTS 

(in dollars) 



Uxbridge 

Large Item • 13,330 

Blue Box 

Compost 
Subtotal ■ 13,330 

Durham Transfer Adjustment 

Total Durham Costs 3,034, 1 09 



cessing 


Other 


Gross 


Rev& 


Net Res. % 


Res. 


»■_ 




Cost 


Grants 


Cost of Taxes 


Costs 






13,330 


1,300 


12,030 




54,513 




54,513 




54,513 






9,565 


9,565 


6,377 


3,188 




54,513 


9,565 


77,408 
-4,941,400 


7,677 
-4,941,400 


69,731 




6,493,435 


2,398,390 


6,984,534 


1,226,184 


5,758,350 69% 


3,944,4' 



Cost/ Residential 

1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

Hstilds. Tonnage Gross Net Gross Net 



36.987 



169 156 



50 



28 



NOTES 

Durham Region assumes (Jnancla! responsibility (or Blue Box collection by reimbursing each municipality via Its reserve 

Durham Region charged $105 00/lonne for malerials delivered to MRF. Operating shortfalls financed via reserve 

All other programs aside from Blue Box are a direct cost to area municipality providing that program 

Durham Region costs derived from Report on the Annual Review of the Solid Waste Management System and the 1 993 Current and Capital Budgets (table 3-4 pg 23) 

The costs for the Region are 1 993 costs as 1992 year end figures were not available at the time of this report 

Costs for Oshawa were derived from the Department of Public Works Maintenance Division, 1993 Current Budget. 

Oshawa's costs do not include collection of While Goods & Christmas Trees as the costs are not broken out of special collection 

Costs for Ajax were unavailable at the time of this report, the costs were taken from a management report prepared by Durham Region 

Costs for Ajax are 1 993 budget figures and Include only costs tor Blue Box and Composting 

Costs lor Clarington were derived from a special report prepared for FUR by Grant Aston 

Costs for Pickering were derived from 1993 Budget Environmental Services 

Costs for Whitby were derived from the December 31 , 1992 Garbage Collection/Disposal Report - Town of WNtby 

Costs for Brock were derived from the 1 993 budget - Garbage Collection pg 27. and conversation with Treasurer to otitain processing cost 

Costs for Scugog were obtained from the 1993 Financial Statement for Environmental Services 

Costs for Uxbridge were obtained from an management report prepared specifically for FUR for this assignment by the Treasurer 

Transfer adjustment used to take Into account the revenues that flow from the upper tier to lower tier 



1992 TOTAL GTA 3Rs COSTS 

(in dollars) 



Metro Toronto 

Marketing/Planning 
Composting 
I.C&I 

Area Munic Grants 
MRF 
HHW 

Transfer Station 
Leaf & Yard Comp 
Soil Recycling 
Pilot Wet/Dry 
Sale of Materials 
Subtotal 

Etobicoke 

Blue Box 
Metro Subsidies 
Apartment 
Leaf & Yard 
Wet Waste Pilol 
Leaf Cotlection 
Subtotal 

North York 

Blue Box 
Metro Subsidies 
Compost 
White Goods 
Christmas Trees 
Yard Waste 
Pilol Wet/Dry 
Subtotal 



Collection Processing Other 



., 


440,000 




385,000 


9.970,000 






891,700 




2.553,300 




4,1 1 3.200 


,,^ 


1,059.900 




5,666,500 


S02,4bO 




10,172,400 


15,109,600 


1 ,683,607 




226,168 


,, 


1,402,637 




111.321 




454,285 




3,878,016 





3,503,900 


, 




221 ,600 


365,000 




30.600 




1 ,929,500 




794,800 




6.623,800 


221,600 



343,500 



343,500 



281359 

158,592 
115,370 



564,978 



115,500 



115,500 



Gross 
Cost 

343,500 

440,000 

385,000 

9,970,000 

891 ,700 

2,553,300 

4,113,200 

1 ,059,900 

5,666,500 

202,400 



25,625,500 



1,965,466 



364,760 

1,518,007 
120,476 
454,265 

4.442,996 



3,619,400 



221 ,600 

365,000 

30,600 

1.929,500 

794,800 

6,960,900 



Rev& 
Grants 



2,667,300 
487,200 

2,189 200 



1,778,900 
7,122,600 



1,443,763 
349,476 



1,793,239 



2,931,200 
368.000 



3,299.200 



Net 
Cost 

343,500 

440,000 

385,000 

7,302,700 

404,500 

2,553,300 

1 ,924,000 

1 ,059,900 

5,666,500 

202,400 

-1.778.900 

18,502,900 



1 ,965,466 

■1,443,763 

35,284 

1,518,007 

1 20,478 

454,285 

2,649,757 



3,619,400 

-2,931 .200 

-146,400 

365,000 

30,600 

1 ,929.500 

794,800 

3,661,700 



of Taxes 



Cost/ Residential 

Res. 1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

Costs Hshlds. Tonnage Gross Net Gross Net 



1992 TOTAL GTA 3Rs COSTS 

(in dollars) 



Collection Processing Other 



Scartwrough 


• 


Yard Waste 


1 ,740,528 


Large Item 


1 ,091 ,S62 


Compost 




Special Items 


827,628 


Blue Box 


2,256,124 


Metro Subsidies 




Subtotal 


5,916,142 


Toronto 




3Rs Labour & Equipt 


7,199,194 


Administration 




Yard Services 




Clerical 




Subtotal 


7,199,194 


York 




• Blue Box 


602.276 


Metro Sut>sidies 




SutitQtal 


602,276 



3,154 



531,469 153,776 



15,221 



531 .469 



Gross 


Rev& 


Net 


Cost 


Grants 


Cost 


1 ,743,682 




1,743,682 


1.091,862 




1,091,662 


685,245 


598.665 


86,560 


. 827,628 


52,054 


775,574 


2,271.345 




2,271,345 





2,681 ,784 


-2,681 ,784 



Cost/ Residential 

Res. % Res. 1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

Cost of Taxes Costs Hshlds. Tonnage Gross Net Gross Net 



172,151 6,619,762 3,332,523 3,287,239 







7,199.194 


275,612 


6,923,582 




400,914 


400.914 




400,914 




763,359 


763.359 




763,359 




386,745 


386,745 




386,745 





1.551,018 


8,750,212 


275,61 2 


8,474,600 




136,394 


738,670 




738,670 









683,633 


-683,833 





136,394 


738,670 


683,633 


54,837 



1992 TOTAL GTA 3Rs COSTS 

(in dollars) 







Collection P 


recessing 


Other 


Gross 
Cost 


Rev& 
Grants 


Net Res. % 
Cost of Taxes 


Res. 
Costs 


East York 












t. 






Yard Waste 
Xmas Tree 
Blue Box 
Metro Subsidies 
Subtotal 




212,620 

25,316 

826,983 

1,064,919 





10,060 
1 0,060 


212,620 

25,316 

837,043 

1,074,979 


629,017 
629,017 


212,620 
25,316 
837,043 
-629,017 
445,962 




Metro Transfer Adju 
Total Metro Costs 


stment 


-9,970,000 
25,486,749 


15,862,669 


2,893,601 


54,213,019 


-9,970,000 
7,166,024 


47,046,995 48% 


22,582,5E 



Cost/ Residential 
1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

Hshlds. Tonnage Gross Net Gross Net 



22,582,558 875,021 201,177 



269 



234 



62 



26 



NOTES 

Financial responsit)ility for Blue Box and Composting programs remains with Metro 

Flancial responsibility tor all other 3R5 programs are handled by the area municipalities 

Costs for llie Region were derived from the 1993 Operating Budget - Environmental Services Summary - Works Dept. 

Costs for Etobicohe were denved from The 1992 Waste Management Summary Report, February 1993 

Costs for North York were derived from 1993 Current Budget Estimates - Public Works Dept 

Costs (Of Scarborough were derived from the Works and Environment Financial Statement, December 31 , 1992 

Costs for Toronto were derived from a management report specifically prepared for FUR for this assignment 

Costs for York were derived from the 1 993 Works Department Resource Worksheet 

Costs for East York were derived from 1992 Statement of Revenues and Expenditures 

Transfer ad)ustmenl used to take into account the revenues that flow from the upper tier to lower tier 



1992 TOTAL GTA 3Rs COSTS 

(in dollars) 



Total GTA 

Total GTA Excl Metro 



Cost/ Residential 

Collection Processing Other Gross Rev & Net Res. % Res. 1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

Cost Grants Cost of Taxes Costs Hshlds. Tonnage Gross Net Gross Net 

49.602.678 33,134.677 9,847,583 89,636,868 18,981,465 70,655.403 54% 38,247,764 1,525,367 398,625 225 177 59 

24,115,929 17.272,008 6,953,982 35,423,849 11,815,441 23,608,408 66% 15,665,207 650,846 197,448 179 120 54 



25 
24 



1992 TOTAL GTA 3RS COSTS 

(in dollars) 



Collection Processing 



York Region (1992 Budget) 

Composting 
HHW 
Subtotal 

East Gwillimbury 

Contract - It^etals 
' Compost-SprJng/Fall 

Xmas trees 

Recycling (B.B) 

Recycling Compound 

Composting 
Subtotal 

Aurora 

Recycling Admin. 
Recycling Coltectlon 
Tire Recycling 
Processing Fees 
MOEE Operating 
Cost Recovery 
Subtotal 

Georgina 

Blue Box 
Leaf Collection 
Composl'g 
Fine Paper 
Christmas Tree 
Tire Recycling 
Miscellaneous 
Subtotal 



675,000 
1,000,000 
1 ,675,000 



1 1 ,034 
3,852 

162,223 
1,809 

178.918 



186,939 



186,939 



155,446 
3.613 



3,961 

3,146 

166,166 



ssing 


Other 


Gross 


Rev & 


Net Res. % 


Res. 






Cost 


Grants 


Cost of Taxes 


Costs 




50,000 


725,000 


705,000 


20,000 






60,000 


1 ,060,000 


184,000 


876,000 







110,000 


1,785,000 
11,034 


889,000 


896,000 
1 1 ,034 




1,457 




5,309 




5,309 




370 




370 




370 




28,668 




190,891 


76,555 


114,336 




2,304 




4,113 


1,231 


2,882 






6.745 


6,745 


13,365 


-6,620 




32,799 


6,745 


218.462 


91,151 


127,311 






73,309 


73,309 




73,309 






2,138 


189,077 




.189,077 




295 




295 




295 


''' 


90,047 




90,047 




90,047 











143,372 


-143,372 











580 


-580 




90.342 


75,447 


352,728 


143,952 


208,776 




29,224 


3,637 


188,307 
3,613 


70,370 


117,937 
3,613 




72,558 




72,558 


48,932 


23,626 




365 




365 
3.961 


140 


225 
3.961 








3,146 


1,800 


1,346 






182 


162 


-t08 


290 




02,147 


3,819 


272,132 


121,134 


150,998 ' 





Cost/ Residential 
1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

Hshlds. Tonnage Gross Net Gross Net 



1992 TOTAL GTA 3Rs COSTS 

(in dollars) 



Collection Processing Other 



Gross Rev & Net Res. % Res. 

Cost Grants Cost of Taxes Costs 



Cost/ Residential 

1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

Hshlds. Tonnage Gross Net Gross Net 



Marhham 

Operating Grant 
Sale o( Materials 
Blue BoK 
Yard Waste 
O'head/ Advert 
Other Munic Sales 
Subtotal 



1,251,376 
221 ,855 



1,473.231 



372,916 
250,980 



623,696 







1 ,624,292 

472,835 

689,359 689,359 



689,359 2,786.486 



1,232,191 

383,837 

9,008 

-294 

1,605 

383,092 

2,009,439 



-1,232,191 
-383,837 
1,615.284 
473.129 
687,754 
-383.092 
777,047 



Newmarket 
Contract 
■Depot 
Corrrpost 
HHW 
Misc. Other 

Subtotal 



429.428 
37,601 

467,029 



163,948 

24.255 

980 

2,075 

191,258 



14.182 



15,343 
29,525 



443,610 
163,948 

61.856 
960 

17.418 
687,812 



201 .637 
80.939 
34.424 



317,000 



241,973 

83.009 

27,432 

980 

17,418 

370,812 



Richmond Hill 

Special Collection 
Blue Box 
Processing 
Tire Processing 
Motor on Proc. 
GST 

Truck Rental 
Equipment Rental 
Revenues 
MOEE 
Subtotal 



189,222 
310,473 



40.335 



540,030 



332,930 
5,247 
2,126 



29,940 



370,243 



107,501 



28,424 



135,925 



189,222 

310,473 

440.431 

5.247 

2.126 

28,424 

40,335 

29,940 





1,046.198 



3,136 
411.660 
414,796 



189,222 

310,473 

440,431 

5,247 

2.126 

26,424 

40,335 

29.940 

-3.136 

-411.660 

631 ,402 



Vaughan 

Curbside 
Compost 
Subtotal 



906,966 9,604 19,495 936.065 

559,327 73,276 8,725 641,328 

1.466,293 82,880 28,220 1.577,393 



155,370 780.695 

6,608 634,720 

161,978 1,415,415 



W.SIouffvilte 



1 992 TOTAL GTA 3Rs COSTS 

(in dollars) 



Contract 
Subtotal 



Collection Processing Other 



140,513 
140,513 



72.265 
72,265 



22.111 

22.111 



Gross 
Cost 

234,889 
234,889 



Rev& 
Grants 

98,243 
98.243 



Net Res. % 
Cost of Taxes 

136,646 
136,646 



Cost/ Residential 

Res. 1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

Costs Hshlds. Tonnage Gross Net Gross Net 



King 

Blue Boy 

Composting 
HHW 
Cardboard 
While Metal Depot 

Subtotal 



116,952 



7,B01 

8,102 

1 32,855 



36,079 
320 



36,399 



106,525 
821 
141 



107,487 



259,556 

1,141 

141 

7,801 

8,102 

276,741 



2,940 
2,940 



259,556 

1,141 

141 

7,801 

5,162 

273.801 



Total York Costs 



6,426,974 



1,602,229 1,208,636 9,237,841 4,249,633 4,988,208 



68% 



3.391.981 161,654 



54,101 



171 92 57 



21 



NOTES; 

York Regior* assumes rpnancial responsibility for the HHW and Organic Yard Waste programs 

All other programs including Blue Box are a direct cost to area municipality providing that program 

Processing is based on a cost sharing approach between the area municipalities 

York Region costs derived from 1 993 Budget Detail Report Prepared for Council 

The costs for the Region are 1 992 budget figures as 1 992 year end figures were not provided at the time of this report ' 

The costs for E Gwillimbury were derived from the 1993 Budget Summary . • 

The costs for Aurora were derived from 1 992 operating financials 

The costs for Georgina were derived from the 1993 Budget Statement for Refuse Recycling 

The costs for Markham were derived from the 1993 Operating Budget Worksheet for Waste Management. The costs may include processing for other municipalities 

The costs for Newmarket were derived from the 1993 Budget 

The costs for Richmond Hill were derived from the 1993 Budget 

The costs for Vaughan were derived from a management report specifically prepared for FUR for this assignment 

The costs for Whitchurch - Stoufvllle were derived from an managment report prepared specifically for FUR for this assignment 

The costs for King were denved from an managment report prepared specifically for FUR for this assignment 



1992 TOTAL GTA 3Rs COSTS 

(in dollars) 



• f 


Collection Processing 


Other 


Gross 


Rev & 


Net Res. % Res. 










Cost 


Grants 


Cost of Taxes Costs 


Peel Region 














Waste Red & Rec 1 


1,550.398 




966,156 


2.516,554 


676,210 


1,840,344 - , » 


Grants to Municipalities 




5,620,473 




5,620.473 




5,620,473 


Subtotal 


1.550,398 


5,620,473 


966,156 


8,137,027 


676,210 


7,460,817 


Brampton 




.■ 








• 


Regional Grant 











527,244 


-527,244 


Admin 






210.283 


210,283 




210,283 


Blue Boxes 


990,841 






990,841 




990,841 


Blue Boxes apts 


212,102 






212,102 




212,102 


Phone Books 


9,616 




. 


9,816 




9,816 


Depots 


109 






109 




109 


Xmas trees 


23,072 




' 


23,072 




23,072 


Fine Papers 


26 






26 




26 


White Goods 




21,665 




21 ,665 




21,665 


Salvage 




57,129 




57,129 




57,129 


Promotion 






65,131 


65,131 




65,131 


Leaves 


119,161 






119,161 




119,161 


Subtotal 


1,355,127 


78,794 


275.414 


1 ,709,335 


527,244 


1,162,091 


Caledon 












\ 


Regional Grant 











121,735 


-121,735 


Admin 






45,685 


45,685 




45,685 


- Xmas Tree 


1 1 ,891 






11,891 




1 1 ,891 


■ Leaves 


7,316 






7,316 




7,316 


Blue Box 


315,757 






315,757 




315,757 


GST 


" 




9,389 


9,369 




9,389 


Subtotal 


334.964 





55,074 


390,038 


121,735 


268,303 


Misslssauga 


■ ■ , 












Regional Grant 




• 







1 ,773.499 


-1,773.499 


Admin 






166,390 


166,390 




166.390 


Blue Box 


4,649,524 


' 




4,649,524 




4,649,524 


Composting 




656,733 




856,733 


aS6,733 





Depots 


102,731 






102,731 


. 


102,731 


/ MCCC 


118,000 






118,000 




118,000 


Leaves 


665,325 






665,325 




665,325 



Cost/ Residential 

1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

Hshlds. Tonnage Gross Net Gross Net 



1992 TOTAL GTA 3Rs COSTS 

(in dollars) 



Collection Processing Other 



White Goods 


374,496 


Trees 


72,696 


OSDA Top-Up 




MTO Grant 




Subtotal 


5.982,772 


Peel Transfer Adjustment 




Total Peel Costs 


9,223,261 



Gross 


Rev& 


Net 


Cost 


Grants 


Cost 


374,496 




374,496 


72,696 




72,696 





39,584 


-39,584 


'■■ 


165,000 


■166,000 



Cost/ Residential 

s. % Res. 1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

Cost of Taxes Costs Hshlds. Tonnage Gross Net Gross, Net 



856.733 



166,390 7,005,895 2,835,816 4,170,079 



-5,620,473 -5,620,473 

6,556,000 1,463,034 11,621,822 4,161.005 7,460,817 



NOTES: ■ ■ • -• 

1 he Region assumes financial responsibihly for the cotlection and processing of most of the 3Rs programs 

All costs for Peel Region were provided by Ifie Region 

Transfer adjustment used to lake into account the revenues that flow from the upper tier to lower tier 



62% 



4,618,246 236,775 



59,967 



194 124 



49 



20 



1992 TOTAL GTA 3Rs COSTS 

(in dollars) 



Collection Processing Other 



Halton Region 

MRF 

Contract (B Box) 
Tipping Rev 
Vehicles 
HHW (2) 
Debl Charges 
Igloo 
Admin 

LDPE Project 
Reserve Fund Contribution 
Magazine Recyc 
Subtotal 



3,047,321 



636,799 



80,367 



-3,352 



3,761,135 



236,717 



358 

298,627 

39,271 

552,263 

346,330 
500,000 



Gross 
Cost 

236,717 
3,047,679 

298,627 
676,070 
552,283 

80,367 
346,330 

-3.352 
500,000 



236,717 1,736,869 5,734,721 



Rev & 

Grants 



1,698,220 
2,356,197 

20.835 



2,737 

42.825 
4,120,814 



Net 
Cost 

236,717 

1,349,459 

-2.356,197 

298,627 

655,235 

.552,283 

. 80,367 

346,330 

■6,089 

500,000 

-42,825 

1,613,907 



Res, % 
of Yaxes 



Res. 
Costs 



Cost/ Residential 

1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

Hshlds. Tonnage Gross Net Gross Net 



Buriingtorr 

Compost 
IC Cardboard 
Christmas Tree 
Large Item 
Leaf Program 
Brush Program 
Blue Box 
Re-Use Centre 
Subtotal 



30,539 
27,715 
56,460 
394,721 
33,134 



542,569 



1,064,100 



1,064,100 



101.482 

3,637 
246 



101,462 

30.539 

■ 29.820 

60,097 

394,721 

33,380 

1.064,100 



107,470 1,714.139 



97 303 



1 8,900 



22,248 
138.451 



4.179 

30,539 

29,820 

41,197 

394,721 

33,380 

1,064,100 

-22,248 

1 ,575,688 



Hallon Hills 

Compost 
IC Cardboard 
Christmas Tree 
Large Hem 
. Leaf Program 
Yard waste 
Blue Boy 
Subtotal 



38,516 

19,836 

2,973 

31 ,891 

20,757 

16,661 

175,457 

306,091 



1,373 

9,555 

10,396 

199,976 

221,300 



1452 
244 



5,329 

7.025 



39,968 

19,836 

4,590 

31,891 

30,312 

27,057 

380,762 

534,416 



34,236 



1.068 
629 

174,726 
210.661 



5,732 

19,836 

4,590 

30,823 

29,683 

27,057 

206,034 

323,755 



Milton 



1992 TOTAL GTA 3Rs COSTS 

(in dollars) 



Compost 
IC Cardboard 

Large Item 
Leaf/Brush Program 
Blue Box 
Subtotal 



Collection Processing Other 



54,390 

6,514 

30,260 

100,000 

191,164 



150,727 
150,727 



5,754 
9,324 



Gross 
Cost 

57,960 
6.514 

30,260 
100.000 
156,481 
351,215 



Rev& 
Grants 

61 ,386 



61,386 



Net Res. % 
Cost of Taxes 

-3,426 
6,514 

30,260 
100,000 
156,481 
289,829 



Cost/ Residential 

Res. 1992 1992 Tonne Cost/Hshld. 

Costs Hshids. Tonnage Gross Net Gross Net 



Oakvflle 

Blue Box 
IC Cardboard 
Spring Cleanup 
Leaf Program 
Brush Program 
Sublolal 

• Hailon Transfer Adjustment 
Total Hatton Costs 



947,500 



90,453 




37,000 




243,355 




259,818 




630,626 


947,500 


5,431.585 


2,620,344 



23,232 



23,232 



1 ,883,920 



970.732 

90,453 

37.000 

243.355 

259,818 

1 ,601 ,358 

-2,356,197 
7,579,652 



3,504 



3,504 

-2,356,197 
2,178,619 



970,732 

90,453 

33,496 

243,355 

259,818 

1 ,597,854 



5,401 ,033 69% 



3,710,510 111.586 46,393 163 116 68 



33 



NOTES 

HaKon Region assumes financial responsibility for Blue Box collection 

Halton Region ctiarged $100 00/lonne for materials delivered lo MRF 

All other programs aside from Blue Box are a direct cost to area municipality providing that program 

Halton Region costs derived from year end 1992 monthly Budget Report for Waste Management 

Burlington costs derived from management report provided by Municipal staffAnderson 

Halton Hills costs derived from 1993 final operating budget 

Milton costs derived from Public Works Department 1993 budget Statement 

Oakvilles costs derived from an internal management reporl specifically prepared for FUR by Municipal staff 

Transfer adjustment used lo Ia1<e into account Itie revenues that flow from the upper tier to low/er tier 



SCHEDULE C 
Effects Analysis of Alternative Systems 



REGION OF DURHAM 



MOE 3Rs ANALYSIS 

MUNICIPAL FINANCE 

EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEMS 

DURHAM 


^t 


*. 


Gross Capital Costs 
(Ixrikllngs, vehicles 
equipment, etc.) 


Value Of 

Potential External 
Capital Funding 
Sources 


Armuat Operating 
Cost Estimates 
(LatxMjr, Over1>esd, 
Maint., Repair, etc.) 


Added Operating 

Overtwad 

Costs 


Potential Annual 
Operating Cost/ 
Savings 


Net Annual 

Costs 

(inci Annualized 

Capital Cost) 


Existing 


9,697,000 




3.359,960 
DiV RT 


28% 


2.398,390 

71% 


f 


7,269,337 


Existing/ 
Commttted 


13.858,000 


:> 


8,524.762 
DIVRT 


29% 


2,131,190 
25% 





12.815,307 


Direct Cost A 


20,436.000 




10,464,443 
DIVRT 


43% 


2,616,111 

25% 





16,264,893 


Direct Cost B 


20,436,000 




10,464.443 
DIV RT 


^% 


2,616,111 
25% 


16,200,000 


32,464,893 


Fxpandad Blue 


21,635.000 




11,326,754 
DIVRT 


44% 


2,831,689 , 
25% 


' 1. 


17,529,610 


Wel/D(y 


60,106,000 




9,443,670 
DIV RT 


57% 


2,360,917 
25% 


• & 


21,182.775 


Mixed Waste a 


68,336,000 




15,791.035 
DIVRT 


59% 


3.947.759 
25% 


f . ' ' 


33,503.317 


Mixed Waste b 


88,336,000 




18,140,956 
DIVRT 


77% 


3,947,759 

25% 


Q 


35.853,238 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



DURHAM 



DIVERSION COSTS PER HOUSEHOLD 



C-2 







Annual 


Residential 


Total 


Percent 


J 


3R 


Cost of 


Share of 


Business 


Business 




Commitment Commitment 


Annual Costs 


Tax 


Tax 


^, 






% $ 


($000s) 
69,236 




Existing 


9,697.000 


7,269,337 


69% 5,015.843 


2,253 


3% 


Committed 


13.858.000 


12,815,307 


69% 8,842,562 


3,973 


6% 


Direct Cost A 


20.436,000 


16,264,893 


69% 11.222.776 


6,042 


7% 


Direct Cost B 


20,436,000 


32,464,893 


69% 27.422.776 


5,042 


7% 


Expanded 


21,635,000 


17,529,610 


69% 12,095,431 


5,434 


8% 


Wet/dry 


60,186.000 


21,182,775 


69% 14,616,115 


6.567 


9% 


Mixed a 


88.336.000 


33,503.317 


69% 23,117.289 


10.386 


15% 


Mixed b 


88,336.000 


35,853,238 


69% 24,738,734 


11.115 


16% 



Existing Total Future 

Residential Cost of Residential 

Costs Commitment Costs 



Existing 
Committed 
Dir Cost A 
Dir Cost B 

Expanded 
Wet/dry 
Mixed a 
Mixed b 




5,015,843 
5,015,843 
5.015,843 

5,015.843 
5,015.843 
5.015.843 
5,015,843 



5,015,843 

3,826,719 

6,206,934 

22,406,934 

7,079.588 

9,600.272 

18,101,446 

19,722,891 



5,015,843 
10,320,806 
12,701,020 
28,901.020 

13,573,675 
16,094,359 
24,595,532 
26.216.978 



Future 


Household 


Percent 


jsehohjs 


Future 


Existing 


Change 


182,336 





36 


__ 


182,336 


57 


36 


59% 


182,336 


70 


36 


96% 


182,336 


159 


36 


345% 


182,336 


74 


36 


109% 


182.336 


88 


36 


148% 


182.336 


135 


36 


279% 


182.336 


144 


36 


304% 



Note: Household growth is used to show the effect of property assessment growth, but 

commercial/indu^rial assessment growth is not assumed to change the taxation split in the 
future. Moreover, new household growth will decrease the existing houshold cost for 
diversion, while future household growth beyond the period shown here, but still serviced by 
the systems is not included in the analysis. 

Source: Future Urban Research 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



DURHAM 



MUNICIPAL TAXATION PER HOUSEHOLD 



C-3 





Total 


Existing 


Annual 




Municipal 


Cost of 


Cost of 




Taxation 


Diversion Commitment 




($000) 


($000) 


($000) 


Existing 


219,512 





7,269 


Committed 


219,512 


5,016 


12,815 


Dir Cost A 


219.512 


5,016 


16,265 


DirCostB 


219,512 


5,016 


32,465 


Expanded 


219,512 


5,016 


17,530 


Wet/dry 


219,512 


5,016 


21,183 


Mixed a 


219,512 


5,016 


33,503 


Mixed b 


219.512 


5,016 


35,853 



Existing 


Future 


Diversion Cost 


Diversion Cost 


as a Percent of 


as a Percent of 


Total Taxation 


Total Taxation 


m 


3% 


. ■ m 


8% 


^Sm • 


10% 


m 


17% 


2% 


10% 


m 


12% 


m 


18% 


mk 


19% 



Total Cost of 

Municipal Diversion 

Taxation Commitment 

Per Hshold Per Hshold 



Existing 


1.552 


il 


Committed 


1,552 


57 


Dir Cost A 


1,552 


m 


Dir Cost B* 


1,552 


m 


Expanded 


1,552 


m- 


Wet/dry 


1,552 


m 


Mixed a 


1,552 


im 


Mixed b 


1,552 . 


'■■^m 



Precent of 

Household 

Taxation 



m 

4% 
10% 



m 



Fees of $100 per household are averaged over 
all households in the Region. 



Source: Future Urt)an Research 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



DURHAM 



MUNICIPAL DEBT 



Source: Future Urban Research 



C-4 





Total 


Total 






Existing 


Diversion 


Percent 


- 


Debt 


Debt . 


Increase 




. ($000) 


($000) 




Existing 


71,924 


9,697 


13% 


Committed 


71.924 


13,858 


19% 


Dir Cost A 


71,924 


20,436 


28% 


Dir Cost B 


71,924 


20,436 


28% 


Expanded 


71,924 


21,635 


30% 


Wet/dry 


71,924 


60,186 


84% 


Mixed a 


71,924 


88,336 


. 123% 


Mixed b 


71,924 


88,336 


123% 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 




DURHAM 


DEBT PAYMENTS 


♦ 




C-5 








Percent 




, 


Existing 




Existing 






Debt 


Existing 


Debt Charges / 






Charges Expenditures 


Expenditures 






($000) 


($000) 






Existing 


13.257 


571.369 


2.3% 




Committed 


13,257 


571.369 


2.3% 


* 


Oir Cost A 


13,257 


571.369 


2.3% 




Dir Cost B 


13.257 


571,369 


2.3% 


. 


Expanded 


13.257 


571,369 


. 2.3% 




Wet/dry 


13,257 


571,369 


2.3% 


■ 


Mixed a 


13,257 


571,369 


2.3% 




Mixed b 


13,257 


571,369 


2.3% 


i. 






Future Debt 


s- ■ . ■ 


. 


' 




Charges 


Percent 






Future 


Committed 


Future 






Commitment 


Plus 


Debt Charges to 






D-Ctiarges 


Existing 


Expenditures 


increase 




(9%, lOyrs) 




, 




Existing 


1,511 


14.768 


2.6% 


0.3% 


Committed 


2.159 


15.416 


2.7% 


0.4% . 


Dir Cost A 


3.184 


16,441 


2.9% 


0.6% 


Dir Cost B 


3,184 


16.441 


2.9% 


0.6% 


Expanded 


3,371 


16.628 


2.9% 


0.6% 


Wet/dry 


9,378 


22,635 


4.0% 


1.6% 


Mixed a 


13,765 


27,022 


4.7% 


2.4% 


Mixed b 


13,765 


27,022 


4.7% 


2.4% 


Source: Future Urtian Research 







EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



DURHAM 



DEBT CAPACITY 



C-6 





Existing 

. Total 

Available 

Debt 

Capacity 

(9%. 5yr) 


Existing 
Debt 


Current 

Remaining 

Debt 

Capacity 


Percent 
Remaining 


.1: 

R. 
Committed ' 
Diversion Ct 


Existing 


444.485 


71.924 


372,561 


84% 


9,697 


Cofnrnitted 


444,485 


71.924 


372,561 


84% 


13,858 


Dir Cost A 


444,485 


71,924 


372^561 


84% 


20,436 


DirCost B 


444,485 


71,924 


372,561 


84% 


20.436 


Expanded 


444.485 


71,924 


372,561 


84% 


21,635 


Wet/dry 


444.485 


71,924 


372,561 


84% 


60,186 


Mixed a 


444.485 


71,924 


372,561 


84% 


88,336 


Mixed b 


444,485 


71.924 


372,561 


84% 


88,336 


Source: Future Urban Research 


" 


- 


' 



Percent 

Capacity 

Remaining 

After 

Committed 



82% 
81% 
79% 
79% 
79% 
70% 
64% 
64% 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



DURHAM 



FUTURE GTA HOUSEHOLDS 





1992 


New 




Households 


Households 


Existing 


140,831 


41,505 


Committed 


140,831 


41,505 


Dir Cost A 


140,831 


41.505 


Dir Cost B 


140.831 


41,505 


Expanded 


140,831 


41,505 


Wet/dry 


140,831 


41,505 


Mixed a 


140.831 


41,505 


Mixed b 


140.831 


41,505 



Source: Hardy Stevenson and Associates 



C-7 

Total 
Future Percent 

Households Increase 



182.336 
182,336 
182,336 
182,336 
182,336 
182.336 
182,336 
182,336 



29% 
29% 
29% 
29% 
29% 

mm 

29% 
29% 



METROPOLITAN TORONTO 



MOE 3R8 ANALYSIS 

MUNICIPAL FINANCE 

EFFECTS ANALYSIS FOR 3R SYSTEMS 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEMS 
Metro 


C-8 


* 


Gross Capital Costs 

(buildings. vetilcleB 
equipment, etc.) 


Capital Funding 
Sources 


Annual Operating 
Cost Estimates 
(Labour. Ovettiead, 
Malnt., Repair, etc.) 


Addwl Operating 

Overtwad 

Costs 


Potential Annual 
Operating Cost 
Savings 


Net Annual 

Levy 

(IncI Annualized 

Capital Cost) 


Existing 


7.090.000 




44,648.605 
DIV RT 


19% 


2,398,390 

5% 




48,151,759 

■ifc 


Existing/ 
Committed 


16,025,000 




46.404,087 
DIV RT 


21% 


5.104.450 

11% 


f 


54,005.554 


Direct Cost A 


37,866.000 




43.355,139 

DIVRT 


29% 


10.838,785 
25% 





60,094.207 


Direct Cost B 


37,866.000 




43,3W>,139 
DIV RT 


29% 


10,636,785 
25% 


51 ,000,000 


111.094,207 


Expanded Blue 


42.666,000 




50,951.592 
DIVRT 


33% 


12,737.898 
25% 


@ 


70,337,710 


Wet/Diy 


141.746,000 




33,084,096 
DIVRT 


52% 


8,271 ,024 
25% 





63,441,995 


Mixed Waste 8 


279,866.000 




107,555,502 . 
DIV RT 


52% 


26,886,876 
25% 


a 


178,053.123 


Mixed Waste b 


279,666,000 




124.565,453 

DIVRT 


72% 


31,141,363 
25% 





199.315,562 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



Metro 



DIVERSION COSTS PER HOUSEHOLD 



m 

Capital 



C-9 



Annual 

Cost of 

Diversion 



Existing 
Committed 
Direct Cost A 
Direct Cost B 

Expanded 
Wet/dry 
Mixed a 
Mixed b 



7,090,000 48,151,759 
16,025,000 54.005,554 
37.866,000 60,094,207 
37.866,000 111,094,207 

42,666,000 70,337,710 

141,746.000 63,441,995 

279,866,000 178,053,123 

279,866,000 199,315,562 



Existing Total Future 

Residential Cost of Residential 

Costs Commitment Costs 



Existing 
Committed 
Dii* Cost A 
Dir Cost B 

Expanded 
Wet/dry 
Mixed a 
Mixed b 



23,112,845 
23,112,845 
23,112,845 

23.112,845 
23.112,845 
23,112,845 
23,112,845 



23,112,845 
2,809,821 
5,732,375 

56,732,375 

10,649,256 

7,339,313 

62.352.655 

72.558,625 



23,112,845 
28,080,588 
31,003,141 
82.003,141 

35.920,023 
32.610,079 
87,623,421 
97,829,392 



Residential 

Share of 
Annual Costs 

% $ 

48% 23,112,845 

48% 25.922,666 

48% 28,845,220 

48% 79,845,220 

48% 33,762,101 

48% 30,452,158 

48% 85.465,499 

48% 95.671 ,470 



GROWTH 


9% 


Total 


Percent 


Business 


Business 


Tax 


Tax 


($000s) 




1,061,613 




25,039 


2% 


28,083 


2% 


31,249 


3% 


31.249 


3% 



36,576 
32,990 
92,588 

103,644 



3% 
3% 
8% 
9% 



Total Costs Per 

Future Household 

Households Future Exist 



956,717 
956,717 
956,717 
956.717 

956,717 
956,717 
956.717 
956.717 




29 
32 
86 

38 

34 

92 

102 





Percent 


ing 


Change 


26 


0% 


26 


11% 


26 


23% 


26 


224% 


26 


42% 


26 


29% 


26 


247% 


26 


287% 



Note: Household growth is used to show the effect of property assessment growth, but 

commercial/industrial assessment growth is not assumed to change the taxation split in the 
future. Moreover, new household growth will decrease the existing houshold cost for 
diversion, while future household growth beyond the period shown here, but still serviced by 
the systems is not included in the analysis. 

Source: Future Urban Research 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



Metro 



MUNICIPAL TAXATION PER HOUSEHOLD 





Total 


Existing 


Annual 




Municipal 


Cost of 


Cost of 




Taxation 


Diversion Commitment 




($000) 


($000) 


($000) 


Existing 


2,043,391 





48,152 


Committed 


2,043,391 


23,113 


54,006 


Dir Cost A 


2,043,391 


23,113 


60,094 


Dir Cost B 


2,043,391 


23,113 


111.094 


Expanded 


2.043,391 


23,113 


70.338 


Wet/dry 


2,043,391 


23,113 


63.442 


Mixed a 


2,043,391 


23,113 


178.053 


Mixed b 


2.043,391 


23,113 


199.316 



Total Cost of 

Municipal Diversion 

Taxation Commitment 

Per Hshold Per Hshold 



Existing 
Committed 
Dir Cost A 
Dir Cost B 

Expanded 
Wet/dry 
Mixed a 
Mixed b 



1,354 
1,354 
1,354 
1.354 

1.354 
1,354 
1,354 
1.354 



~Sfi' 



102 



Fees of $100 per household are averaged over all 
households in the region. 



Source: Future Urt>an Research 



C-10 



Existing 


Future 


Diversion Cost 


Diversion Cost 


as a Percent of 


as a Percent of 


Total Taxation 


Total Taxation 


m 


2% 


«. 


4% 


1^ 


4% 


m 


7% 


i% 


5% 


VSk 


4% 


m 


10% 


1% 


11% 



Percent of 

Househokj 

Taxation 



m 



m 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 












Metro 


MUNICIPAL DEBT 


. - ■ 




C-11 




Total 


Total 




'■ ." 


Existing 


Diversion 


Percent 




Debt 


Debt 


Increase 




($000) 


($000) 


- 


Existing 


1,050,386 


7,090 


1% 


Cominitted 


1,050,386 


16,025 


■ 2% 


DIr Cost A 


1.050,386 


37.866 ' 


4% 


Dir Cost B 


1,050,386 


37,866 


4% 


Expanded 


1,050,386 


42,666 


4% 


Wetydry 


1,050,386 


141,746. 


13% 


Mixed a 


1,050,386 


279,866 


27% 


Mixed b 


1,050,386 

4 


279,866 


27% 


Source: Future Urban Research 




" 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



Metro 



DEBT PAYMENTS 





Existing 

Debt Existing 
Charges Expenditures 
($000) ($000) 


Existing 
Committed 
Dir Cost A 
Dir Cost B 


230,000 
230.000 
230,000 
230,000 


5,283,169 
5,283,169 
5.283,169 
5,283,169 


Expanded 
Wet/dry 
Mixed a 
Mixed b 


230,000 
230,000 
230,000 
230,000 


5,283,169 
5,283.169 
5,283,169 
5.283,169 




Future 

Commitment 

D-Charges 

(9%, 10yrs) 


Future Debt 

Ctiarges 

Committed 

Plus 

Existing 


Existing 


■ 1,105 


231,105 


Committed 


2,497 


232,497 


Dir Cost A 


5,900 


235,900 


Dir Cost B 


5,900 


235,900 


Expanded 


. 6,648 


236,648 


Wet/dry 


22,087 


252,087 


Mixed a 


43,609 


273,609 


Mixed b 


43,609 


273.609 



Percent 

Existing 

Debt Charges / 

Expenditures 



4.4% 
4.4% 
4.4% 
4.4% 

4.4% 
4.4% 
4.4% 
4.4% 



Percent 

Future 

Debt Charges to 

Expenditures 



4.4% 
4.4% 
4.5% 
4.5% 
4.5% 
4.8% 
5.2% 
5.2% 



C-12 



Increase 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.1% 
0.1% 
0.1% 
0.4% 
0.8% 
0.8% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 


















Metro 




DEBT CAPACITY 




, - 




C-13 


t 




Existing , 




- 


'■ • ■ 


'- 


Percent 


. 


Total 
Available 


- 


Cun'ent 
Remaining 


■.': 




Capacity 
Remaining 




Debt 


Existing 


Debt 


Percent 


Committed 


After 




Capacity 


Debt 


Capacity Remaining 


Diversion 


Committed 




(9%,5yrs) 










I. 


Existing 


4,109,937 


1,050.386 


3,059,551 


74% 


7,090 


74% 


Committed 


4,109,937 


1,050,386 


3,059,551 


74% 


16,025 


74% 


Dir Cost A 


4,109,937 


1,050.386 


3,059,551 


74% 


37,866 


74% 


Dir Cost B 


4,109,937 


1,050.386 


3,059,551 


74% 


37,866 


74% 


Expanded 


4,109,937 


1,050.386 


3,059,551 


74% 


42,666 


73% 


Wet/dry 


4,109.937 


1 ,050.386 


3,059,551 


74% 


141,746 


71% 


Mixed a 


4,109.937 


1.050.386 


3,059,551 


74% 


279,866 


68% 


Mixed b 


4,109,937 


1 ,050.386 


3,059,551 


74% 


279,866 


68% 


Source: Future Urtian Research 


_ 


• 


■■ 





EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



FUTURE GTA HOUSEHOLDS 



1992 
Households 



Existing 


875,021 


Committed 


875,021 


Dir Cost A 


875,021 


Dir Cost B 


875,021 


Expanded 


875.021 


Wet/dry 


875,021 


Mixed a 


875.021 


Mixed b 


875.021 



New 
Households 



81,696 
81.696 
81,696 
81.696 
81,696 
81,696 
81,696 
81,696 



Metro 




C-14 




Total 






Future 




Percent 


Households 




Increase 


956,717 




9% 


956,717 




9% 


956.717 




9% 


956.717 




9% 


956,717 




9% 



956,717 
956,717 
956,717 



9% 
9% 
9% 



Source: Hardy Stevenson and Associates 



REGION OF YORK 



MOE 3Rs ANALYSIS 

MUNICIPAL FINANCE 

EFFECTS ANALYSIS FOR 3R SYSTEMS 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEMS 
Yofk 


■A 


C-15 




Gross Capital Costs 
(tHilldinas, vehicles 
equipment, etc.) 


Capital Funding 
Sources 


Annual Operating 
Cost Estimates 
(Latwur, 
Malnt., Repair, etc.) 


Added Operating 

Overtiead 

Costs 


Potential Annual 
Operating Cost 
Savings 


Net Annual 

Levy 

(incI Annualized 

CapHal Cost) 


Existing 


11,733,000 




3,779,570 
DIVRT 


28% 


1.208,638 
32% 


& 


6.816,445 


Comnitttod 


14,853.000 




7,473,175 
DIVRT 


29% 


1.868.294 
25% 




* 


11,655,865 


Direct Cost A 


24,090,000 




9.563,592 
DIVRT 


43% 


2,390,896 
25% 





15,708,196 


DIrMt Cost B 


24,090,000 




9,563.592 
DIVRT 


43% 


2.390.SSS 
25% 


20.400,000 


36,108,196 


Expanded Blue 


25,290,000 




9.710,503 
DIVRT 


44% 


2,427,626 
25% 





16,076,818 


Wet/ Dry 


73.606.000 




10.491.519 
DIVRT 


57% 


2,«22,880 
25% 




24,583.692 


Mixed Waste a 


106,HyU,000 




19,942,463 
DIVRT 


59% 


4.965.616 
25% 





41,552.524 


Mixed Waste b 


106.690,000 




23.622,813 
DIVRT 


77% 


5,905,703 
25% 


ff 


46.152.961 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 
























York 






















C-16 


DIVERSION COSTS PER HOUSEHOLD 


















4c 




■■-■ 




GROWTH 


9% 


■i' 




*■ 


Annual 


Residential 




Total 


Percent 






3R 


Cost of 


Share ol 


r 




Business 


Business 






Capital 


Diversion 


Annual Costs 




Tax 


Tax 










% 


$ 




($000s) 
77,948 




Existing 


. 


11.733,000 


6,816,445 


68% 


4,635,183 




2,181 


3% 


Committed 




14,853,000 


1 1 ,655,865 


68% 


7,925,988 




3,730 


4% 


Oir Cost A 


• - 


24,090,000 


15,708,196 


68% 


10.681,574 




5,027 


6% 


Dir Cost B 




24,090,000 


36,108,196 


68% 


31.081,574 




5,027 


6% 


Expanded 




25,290.000 


16,078,818 


68% 


10,933,597 




5,145 


6% 


Wet/dry 




73,606,000 


24,583,692 


68% 


16,716,911 




7,867 


9% 


Mixed a 




106,690.000 


41,552,524 


68% 


28,255,716 




13,297 


16% 


Mixed b 




106,690.000 


46,152,961 


68% 


31.384,014 


• 


14.769 


17% 




Existing 




Total Future 


- 


. Total 


Costs Per 






Residential 


Cost of 


Residential 




Future 


Household 


Percent 




Costs Commitment 


Costs 




Households 


Future 


Existing 


Change 


Existing 





4,635,183 


4,635,183 




220.402 





29 


0% 


Committed 


4,635,183 


3,290,805 


9,610,498 




220,402 


44 


29 


52% 


Dir Cost A 


4,635,183 


6,046.391 


12,366,083 




220,402 


56 


29 


96% 


Dir Cost B 


4,635,183 


26,446,391 


32,766,083 


' 


220,402 


149 


29 


418% 


Expanded 


4,635,183 


6.298,414 


12,618,106 




220,402 


57 


29 


100% 


Wet/dry 


4,635,183 


12.081,728 


18.401,420 




220,402 


83 


29 


191% 


Mixed a 


4,635,183 


23.620,533 


29,940,226 




220,402 


136 


29 


374% 


Mixed b 


4.635,183 


26,748,831 


33,068,523 




220,402 


150 


29 


423% 


Note: 


Household growth is used to show the effect of property assessment growth. 


but 






commerctal/industnal assessment growth is not assumed to change the taxation split in the 




future. Moreover, new holjsehold growth will decrease the existing houshold cost for 






diversion, while future household growth beyond the period shown here, but stilt serviced by 




the systems is not included i 


n the analysis. 












Source: Future Urban Research 















EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



York 



MUNICIPAL TAXATION PER HOUSEHOLD 





Total 


Existing 


Annual 




Municipal 


Cost of 


Cost of 




Taxation 


Diversion Commrtment 




($000) 


($000) 


($000) 


Existing 


252,590 





6,816 


Committed 


252,590 


4,635 


11,656 


Dir Cost A 


252,590 


4,635 


15.708 


Dir Cost B 


252,590 


4.635 


36,108 


Expanded 


252,590 


4,635 


16,079 


Wet/dry 


252.590 


4,635 


24,584 


Mixed a 


252.590 


4.635 


41,553 


Mixed b 


252,590 


4,635 


46,153 



Total Cost of 

Municipal Diversion 

Taxation Commitment 

Per Hshold Per Hshold 



Existing 


1.223 


29 


Committed 


1.223 


44 


Dir Cost A 


1,223 


56 


Dir Cost B* 


1,223 


149 


Expanded 


1,223 


57 


Wet/dry 


1,223 


83 


Mixed a 


1,223 


136 


Mixed b 


1,223 


150 
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Existing 


Future 


Diversion Cost 


Diversion Cost 


as a Percent of 


as a Percent of 


Total Taxation 


Total Taxation 


0% 


3% 


2% 


6% 


2% 


8% 


2% 


16% 


2% 


8% 


2% 


12% 


2% 


18% 


2% 


20% 



Percent of 

Household 

Taxation 



2% 

4% 

5% 

12% 

5% 

7% 

11% 

12% 



Note: Fees of $100 per household are averaged over all 

households in the Region. 



Source: Future Urt}an Research 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 

York 



MUNICIPAL DEBT C-18 



Existing 
Committed 
Dir Cost A 
Dir Cost B 
Expanded 
Wet/dry 
Mixed a 
Mixed b 



Source: Future Urban Research 



Total 


Total 


• 


Existing 


Diversion 


Percent 


Debt 


Debt 


Increase 


<$000) 


($000) 




133,458 


11,733 


9% 


133,458 


14,853 


11% 


133,458 


24,090 


18% 


133.458 


'■ . 24,090 


18% 


133,458 


25,290 


19% 


133,458 


73,606 


55% 


133,458 


106.690 ' 


80% 


133,458 


106,690 


80% 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 




York 


DFBT PAYMENTS 


' 




C-19 








Percent 






Existing 

Debt Existing 
Cfiarges Expenditures 
($000) ($000) 


Existing 

Debt Charges / 

Expenditures 


1 


Existing 
Committed 
Dir Cost A 
Dir Cost B 


15,244 
15,244 
15,244 
15,244 


592,853 
592,853 
592,853 
592,853 


2.6% 
2.6% 
2.6% 
2.6% 


- 


Expanded 
WetAdry 
Mixed a 
Mixed b 


15,244 
15,244 
15.244 
15,244 


592,853 
592,853 
592,853 
592,853 


2.6% 
2.6% 
2.6% 
2.6% 




• 


Future 

Commitment 

D-Ctiarges 

(9%, lOyrs) 


Future Delrt 

Charges 

Committed 

Plus 

Existing 


Percent 

Future 

Debt Charges to 

Expenditures 


Increase 


Existing 


1,828 


17,072 


2.9% 


0.3% 


Committed 


2,314 


17,558 


3.0% 


0.4% 


Dir Cost A 


3.754 


18.998 


3.2% 


0.6% 


Dir Cost B 


3,754 


18,998 


3.2% 


0.6% 


• 

Expanded 


3,941 


19,185 


3.2% 


d.7% 


Wet/dry 


11,469 


26,713 


4.5% 


1.9% 


Mixed a 


16,624 


31,868 


5.4% 


2.8% 


Mixed b 


16.624 


31.868 


5.4% 


2.8% 


Source: Future Urban Research 




■ 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 


- 
















York 




DEBT CAPACITY 








G-20 

. .5 






Existing 

Total 

Available 

Debt 

Capacity 

(9%, 5yrs) 


Existing 
Debt 


Current 
Remaining 

Debt Percent 
Capacity Remaining 


Committed 
Diversion 


Percent 

Capacity 

Remaining 

After 

Committed 


Existing 


461.198 


133,458 


327,740 


71% 


11,733 


69% 


Committed 


461,198 


133,458 


327.740 


71% 


14.853 


68% 


Drr Cost A 


461,198 


133,458 


327,740 


71% 


24,090 


66% 


Dir Cost B 


461,198 


133,458 


327,740 


71% 


24,090 


. 66% 


Expanded 


461,198 


133.458 


327,740 


71% 


25.290 


66% 


Wet/dry 


461,198 


133,458 


327,740 


71% 


73,606 


55% 


Mixed a 


. 461,198 


133,458 


327.740 


71% 


106,690 


48% 


Mixed b 


461.198 


133,458 


327.740 


71% 


106.690 


48% 


Source: Future Urban Research 
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EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



FUTURE GTA HOUSEHOLDS 





1992 




Households 


Existing 


161,654 


Committed 


161,654 


Dir Cost A 


161,654 


Dir Cost B 


161,654 


Expanded 


161,654 


Wet/dry 


161.654 


Mixed a 


161,654 


Mixed b 


161,654 



New 
Households 



58,748 
58,748 
58,748 
58,748 
58,748 
58,748 
58,748 
58.748 



York 



C-21 



Total 




Future 


Percent 


Households 


Increase 


220,402 


36% 


220,402 


36% 


220,402 


36% 


220,402 


36% 


220,402 


36% 


220,402 


36% 


220,402 . 


' ■ 36% 


220,402 


36% 



Source: Hardy Stevenson and Associates 



REGION OF PEEL 



MOE 3Rs ANALYSIS 

MUNICIPAL FINANCE 

EFFECTS ANALYSIS FOR 3R SYSTEMS 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEMS 

PEEL 




C-22 




Gross Capital Costs 
(txjIWJnss, veiildes 
equlpfnent, etc.) 


Capital Funding 
Sources 


Annual Operating 
Cost Estimates 
(Lalxxir, Overtiead, 
Main!.. RefMiir, etc ) 


Added Operating 

Overhead 

Costs 


Potential Annual 
Operating Cost 
Savings 


Net Annual 
Levy 

(inci Annualized 
CapHal Cost) 


Existing 


13,144,000 




5.997,763 
DIVRT 


19% 


1,463.034 
30% 


« 


9,508,916 


Existing/ 
Committed 


43,510,000 


* 


8.211,482 
DiVRT 


25% 


2,463,445 
30% 


'i 


17,454,659 


Dlr«ctC«rtA 

« 


51,465,000 




12,626,698 
DIVRT 


37% 


3,207,174 
25% 


t 


24,055,153 


Direct Cost B 


51,465.000 




12,828,6% 
DIVRT 


37% 


3,207,174 
25% 


23.300,000 


47.3,'J5.153 


Expanded Blue 


53,365,000 




13.953,468 
DIVRT 


38% 


3,486.367 
25% 


# 


25,757.175 


Wel/Diy 


107,965,000 




12,065,499 
DIVRT 


51% 


3,016,375 
25% 





31.904.990 


Mixed Waste a 


154,965,000 




33,075,802 
DIVRT 


55% 


8,268.950 
25% 





65,491,412 


Mixed Waste b 


154,965,000 




36,923.791 
DIV RT 


74% 


9,730,948 
25% 





72,601,396 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



PEEL 



DIVERSION COSTS PER HOUSEHOLD 
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Existing 
Committed 
Dir Cost A 
Dir Cost B 

Expanded 
Wet/dry 
Mixed a 
Mixed b 



Existing 
Committed 
Dir Cost A 
Dir Cost B 

Expanded 
Wet/dry 
Mixed a 
Mixed b 



Note: 





Annual 


Residential 


3R 


Cost of 


Share of 


Capital 


Diversion 


Annual Costs 
% $ 


13,144,000 


9,508,916 


62% 5,895,528 


43.510,000 


17.454,659 


62% 10,821,888 


51,465,000 


24.055.153 


62% 14.914.195 


51,465,000 


47,355,153 


62% 38,214,195 


53,365.000 


25,757,175 


62% 15,969.448 


107,965,000 


31,904,990 


62% 19.781,094 


154,965.000 


65,491,412 


62% 40,604,676 


154,965.000 


72.801,398 


62% 45.136,867 



GROWTH 


30% 


Total 


Percent 


Business 


Business 


Tax 


Tax 


($0005) 




149,449 




3,613 


2% 


6,633 


3% 


9,141 


5% 


9,141 


"^»: 


9,788 


5% 


12,124 


6% 


24,887 


13% 


27,665 


14% 



Existing Total Future 

Residential Cost of Residential 

Costs Commitment Costs 




5,895,528 
5,895,528 
5,895,528 

5,895,528 
5.895.528 
5,895.528 
5,895,528 



5,895,528 

4,926,360 

9,018,667 

32,318,667 

10,073.920 
13,885,565 
34.709,147 
39.241,339 



5,895,528 
12,627,012 
16,719,318 
40,019,318 

17.774,572 
21,586,217 
42,409,799 
46,941,990 



Future 


Household 


Percent 


liseholds 


Future 


Existing 


Change 


309.272 





25 


0% 


309,272 


41 


25 


64% 


309.272 


54 


25 


117% 


309.272 


129 


25 


420% 


309.272 


57 


25 


131% 


309,272 


70 


25 


180% 


309,272 


137 


25 


451% 


309.272 


152 


25 


510% 



Household growth is used to show the effect of property assessment growth, but 
commercial/industrial assessment growth is not assumed to change the taxation split in the 
future. Moreover, new household growth will decrease the existing houshold cost for 
diversion, wtiile future household growth beyond the period shown here, but still serviced by 
the systems is not Included in the analysis. 



Source: Future Urban Research 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



PEEL 



MUNICIPAL TAXATION PER HOUSEHOLD 



Total 
Municipal 
Taxation 
($000) 

Existing 392,710 

Committed 392,710 

DirCostA 392.710 

DirCostB 392,710 

Expanded 392,710 

Wet/dry 392,710 

Mixed a 392,710 

Mixed b 392,710 



Total Cost of 

Municipal Diversion 

Taxation Commitment 

Per Hshold Per Hshold 



C-24 



Existing 


Annual 


Cost of 


Cost of 


Diversion Commitment 


($000) 


($000) 





9,509 


5,896 


17,455 


5,896 


24,055 


5,896 


47,355 


5,896 


25.757 


5,896 


31,905 


5,896 


65,491 


5.896 


72,801 



Existing 


1,337 


25 


Committed 


1,337 


41 


Dir Cost A 


1,337 


54 


Dir Cost B* 


1,337 


129 


Expanded 


1,337 


57 


Wet/dry 


1,337 


70 


Mixed a 


' 1,337 


137 


Mixed b 


1,337 


152 



Fees of $100 per household are averaged over all 
households in the Region. 



Source: Future Urban Research 



Existing 


Future 


Diversion Cost 


Diversion Cost 


as a Percent of 


as a Percent of 


Total Taxation 


Total Taxation 


0% 


2% 


2% 


6% 


2% 


8% 


2% 


14% 


2% 


8% 


2% 


10% 


2% 


18% 


2% 


20% 



Percent of 

Household 

Taxation 



2% 

3% 

4% 

10% 

4% 

5% 

10% 

11% 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 












PEEL 


MUNICIPAL DEBT 




- - 


C-25 

- t 


1 ■ 


Total 


Total 


' 




Existing 


Diversion 


Percent 




. Debt 


Debt 


Increase 


■' 


($000) 


($000) 




Existing 


146,408 


13,144 


SBb: 


Committed 


146,408 

St 


43.510 


30% 


Dir Cost A 


146,408 


51,465 


35% 


Dir Cost B 


146,408 


51,465 


35% 


Expanded 


146,408 


53,365 


36% 


Wet/dry 


, 146,408 


107,965 


74% 


Mixed a 


146,408 


154,965 


106% 


Mixed b 


146.408 


154,965 


106% ' 


Source: Future Urban Research 


> 


ir 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



DEBT PAYMENTS 



Existing 
Committed 
Dir Cost A 
Dir Cost B 

Expanded 
Wet/dry 
Mixed a 
Mixed b 



Existing 

Debt Existing 
Charges Expenditures 
($000) ($000) 



37.861 
37,861 
37.861 
37,861 

37.861 
37,861 
37,861 
37,861 



Future 

Commitment 

D-Charges 

(9%, lOyrs) 



883,273 
883,273 
883,273 
883.273 

883,273 
883,273 
883,273 
883,273 



Future Debt 

Charges 

Committed 

Plus 

Existing 



Existing 
Committed - 
Dir Cost A 
Dir Cost B 
Expanded 
Wet/dry 
Mixed a 
Mixed b 

Source: Future Urban Research 



2,048 


39,909 


6,780 


44,641 


8.019 


45,880 


8,019 


45,880 


8,315 


46,176 


16,823 


54,684 


24,147 


62,008 


24,147 


62,008 



Percent 

Existing 

Debt Charges / 

Expenditures 



4.3% 
4.3% 
4.3% 
4.3% 

4.3% 
4.3% 
4.3% 
4.3% 



Percent 

Future 

Debt Charges to 

Expenditures 



PEEL 



C-26 



Increase 



4.5% 


0.2% 


5.1% 


. 0.8% 


5.2% 


0.9% 


5.2% 


0.9% 


5.2% 


0.9% 


6.2% 


1.9% 


7.0% 


2.7% 


7.0% 


. 2.7% 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



DEBT CAPACITY 





Existing 

Total 

Availablie 

Debt 

Capacity 

(9%, 5 yfs) 


Existing 
Debt 


Current 
Remaining 

Debt Percent 
Capacity Remaining 


Existing 


. 687.125 


146.408 


540.717 


79% 


Committed 


687,125 


146,408 


540,717 


79% 


Dir Cost A 


687,125 


146,408 


540,717 


79% 


Dir Cost B 


687,125 


146,408 


540,717 


79% 


Expanded 


687,125 


146.408 


540.717 


79% 


Wet/dry 


687,125 


146.408 


540.717 


79% 


Mixed a 


687.125 


146.408 


540,717 


79% 


IVIixed b 


687.125 


146,408 


540,717 


79% 



Source: Future Urban Research 



PEEL 
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Committed 
Diversion 



13,144 

43.510 

51.465 

51,465 

53,365 

107,965 

154.965 

154,965 



Percent 

Capacity 

Remaining 

After 

Committed 



77% 
72% 
71% 
71% 
71% 
63% 
56% 
56% 



EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF 3R SYSTEMS 



FUTURE GTA HOUSEHOLDS 



* 


1992 




Households 


Existing 


236,775 


Committed 


236,775 


Dir Cost A 


236,775 


Dir Cost B 


236,775 


Expanded 


236,775 


Wet/dry 


. 236.775 


Mixed a 


236,775 


Mixed b 


236,775 



New 
Households 



72,497 
72,497 
72,497 
72,497 
72,497 
72,497 
72,497 
72.497 



PEEL 



0-28 



Total 




Future 


Percent 


Households 


Increase 


309,272 


31% 


. 309,272 


31% 


309.272 


31% 


309,272 


31% 


309,272 


31% 


309.272 


31% 


309,272 


31% 


309.272 


31% 



Source: Hardy Stevenson and Associates 



SCHEDULE D 

Effects Tables 



REGION OF DURHAM 



D • 1 



Tabic D 
System Effects Summarv Table 



DURHAM REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential for Impact 
on Local Taxpayers 



INDICATOR 



Total Increase in the 
Net General Municipal 
Levy (total Municipal 
taxation S219.S million) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM NET EFFECTS 

BY CRITERION 



Existing 

Existing/Committed 
Direct Cost A 
Direct Cost B 
Expanded Blue Box 
Wet/Dry 
Mixed Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



$7,2 million {3% increase) 
Low effect on local taxpa\ crs 

$12.8 iniltion (6% increase) 
Medium effccl on local laxpa>crs 

$ 16.2 million (7% increase) 
High effect on local taxpayers 

$12.4 million (15% increase) 
High efiect on local taxpayers 

S17 5 million (8% increase) 
High ufTecl on local ta.xpayers 

$21.1 million (10% increase) 
High cfTecl on local taxpayers 

$31.5 million (15% increase) 
High effect on local taxpayers 

%}5M million (16% increase) 
Higli effect on local taxpayers 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2, Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Provincial Treasure for rationale 
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Tabli D 
System Effects Summarv Tabic 



DURHAM REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potentiat for Impact 
on Local Taxpayers 



INDICATOR 



Net General Municipal 
Lei y. Adjusted for 
Commercial/lnd. 
Assessment 
(iy92lax/hsid=Sl,552) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing 

.t 

Existinj^Committcd 
Direct Cost A 
Direct Cost B 
Expanded Blue Box 
Wet/Dry 
Mixed Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$1,558 (2% increase) 

Lo\\ effccl on loc.il t<)\paycrs 

$1,609 (4% increase) 

Mediuin effect on local taxpayers 

$1,622 (4% increase) 

Medium cfTect on local la.\pa>crs 

$1,711 (10% increase) 
High cfiecl on local ta.\pa>crs 

$l,626(5%incrx:ase) 

Mediuin effect on local taxpayers 

$1,640 (6% increase) 

Medium effect on local laxpa\crs 

$1,687 (9% increase) 

High eflecl on local taxpayers- 

$1,696 (9% increase) 

High effect on local taxpayers 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Pro\rncial Treasun for rationale 
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Table D 
System Effects Summary Table 



DURHAM REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential for Impact 
on the Debt Burden 
of the Municipality 



INDICATOR 



Amount of Debenture 

Debt 

(existing debt=S71.9m) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing 



Existing/Committed 



Direct Cost A 



Direct Cost B 



Expanded Blue Box 



Wet/Drv 



Mixed Waste A 



Mixed Waste B 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$9.6 niillion {\V'/o incrc.isc) 

High cffecl on municipal dcbl burden 

J13.8 million (19% increase) 

High elTcct on municipal dcbl burden 

$20.4 million (28% incre;)sc) 

High efTect on municipal dcbl burden 

$20.4 million (28% increase) 

High effect on municipal dcbl burden 

$2 1 .6 million (.10% increase) 

High cffecl on municipal dcbl burden 

$<)(). 1 million (84% increase) 

High efTect on municipal dcbl burden 

$88 1 million (12 >% increase) 
High cffecl on municipal debt burden 

$88J million (123% increase) 
High effecl on municipal debt burden 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for linpacl on Pro\ incial Trcasur\ for rationale 
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Table D 
System Effects Sutnmarv Tabic 



DURHAM REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potcntinl for Impact 
un the Debt Burden 
of the Municipiilitv 



INDICATOR 



Amount uf Debt Payments 
•AS A % of expenditure 
(existing cx|i=$571.3 m) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing 

Existing/Committed 
Direct Cost A 
Direct Cost B 
Expanded Blue Box 
Wet/Drv 
Mixed Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$1.5 million (.3% increase) 

Lou cfTccl on municipal expenditures 

$2.1 million (.4% increase) 

Low cflTccl on nninicipal cxpcndiliircs 

$3.1 million (.6% increase) 

Low efTecl on municipal expenditures 

$3.1 million (.6% increase) 

Low effect on municipal c.vpcndilurcs 

$3.3 million (.6% increase) 

Lou cfTccl on municipal expenditures 

$9.3 million (I 6% incrc<isc) 

Low effect on municipal expenditures 

$13.7 million (2-1% incrcHSc) 

Lou cfTect on nuinicipal e.vpcndiiurcs 

$13.7 million (24% increase) 

Lou effect on municipal expenditures 



The Municipal Finance ncl cITects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigalion. 
Refer to C.'liapicr2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Proxincial Trcasur. for rationale 
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Tahlc D 
System Effects Summarv Table 



DURHAM REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential for Impact 
on (he l>el)t BurJcn 
of the Municipality 



INDICATOR 



Amount of Debt Capacity 

Remaining 

(existing capacity=84%) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Exiiiting 

Existlng/Comtnitted 
Direct Cost A 
Direct Cost B 
Expandcil Blue Box 
Wet/Dry 
Mixed Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



82%dcbl capacity remaining 
Low effect oil debt capacity 

81% debt capacity remaining 
LoH effect on debt capacit\ 

79% debt capacity remaining 
Medium elTect on debt capacil\ 

79% debt capacity remaining 
Medium effect on debt capacity 

79% debt cflpacil> remaining 
Medium cfTcct on debt capacitv 

70% debt capacity remaining 

High cfTect on mnnicipai e.\pcndilnres 

64% debt capacil> rcmaiiimg 

High erfcci on numicipai expenditures 

64% debt capacity rcmainmg 

Higii effect on municipal expcndilurcs 



The Mnnicipai F'mancc net effects analysis was undcilakcn in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria, Potential for Impact on Provincial Treasury for rationale. 



Tabic D 
System Effects Summarv Table 
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DURHAM REGION 




CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potential for impact 


Total Amount of Rcscne 


' 


"'- 


on Municipal 


Funds 






Rcscnc Funds 


(existing resencs=S222m) 




' 






Existing 


$0 in addilional reserves 
Low elTecl on rcscn es 


■ 




Existing/Committed 


$0 in addiiional rcsencs • 


. 






Low eiTecl on rcscn cs • . ■ 






Direct Cost A 


$0 in additional resen es 

Low effect on resen es " 




i 


Direct Cost B 


■IV 

$16.2 m in addilional rcscncs 
Higli/posili\e effect on reserves 






Expanded Blue Box 


$0 in additional resen es 
Low elTecl oti rcscn es 






Wct/Drj 


SO in additional rcscncs 

Low efTccl on resen es ' 


■ 




Mixed Waste A 


$0 in additional rcscn cs 
Low effect on resen cs 






Mixed Waste B 


$0 in additional rcsencs 
Low efTccl on resen es 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis «as undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2 Impact Criteria. Potential for impact on ProMiicial Trcasun for rationale 
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Tahic D 
Svstcm Effects Summary TahIc 



DURHAM REGION 



CRITERIA 



INDICATOR 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



Pnlential (uv imftiict 
on Munici|ial 
Rcsvnc Eundsi 



Tutiil Amount of Rcscnc 
Funds Per lioiiiichold 
(existing resciTcs=S222 m) 



Existing 



Existin^Committcd 



Direct Cost A 



Direct Cost B 



Ex|)an(lcd Blue Box 



Wct/Drv 



Mixed Waste A 



MixL'd Wastd B 



$0 in HddtltonnI rcscncs/hsld 
Lo\\ effect on resencs/hshid 

$0 in iiddilional rcscncs/hsld 
Low effccl on rescn cs/lishid 

$0 in additional rcsencs/lisld 
Low effect on rescr\cs/lishld 

$88.85 additional rescrvcs/lisid 
fliglt/positixe efTcci on reserves 

$t) in additional reser\cs/hsld 
Low effect on rcser\ cs/lishld 

$0 in additional rcscrvcs/lisid' 
Low effccl on rcscr\cs/lishld 

$0 in additional rcscr\cs/hs!d 
Low cfTecl on rcser\cs/hsl>ld 

$0 in additional rescn cs/lisid 
Low effect on rcscr\cs/lislild 



The Municipal Finance net efTects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation, 
Refer lo Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Provincial Treasury for raiionale 



D - 8 



Tabic D 
System Effects Siimmarv Table 



DURHAM REGtON 



CRITERIA 



Potential for Impact 
on Municipal 
Rcscne Funds 



INDICATOR 



Rcsenes as a percent 
of operating expenditures 
(existing %=39%) 



. 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing 

Exist iit^/Cuininittcd 

Direct Cojit A 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 





Direct Cost B 




Expanded Blue Box 




Wct/Drv 




Mixed Waste A 

■:■:■ 


••'■- 


Mixed Wa!p(€ B 



rescnes/opcraliiig c,\p. = 39% 
Low efTcci on rcsenes/hshid 

resencs/opcraiing cxp. = 39% 
Low effccl on resen cs/exp 

resenes/opcraling exp = 39% 
Low effect on rcscr\es/exp 

resen cs/opcra(ing exp = 42% 
Low erfecl on reserv cs/cxp 

resen cs/operaling c\p = 39% 
Low effect on rcscncs/c\p 

resen esyopcratiriy cxp = 39% 
Low effect on resen cs/cxp 

resenes/opcrjiiing cxp = 39% 
Low effect on rescnestexp 

resenes/opcralini; cxp. = 39% 
Low effect on rcscn cs/exp 



The Miinicip;il Finance net cfTccis amlysis \\;i5 undcriakcn in the absence of miligaiion. 
Refer 10 Cliaptcr 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for liiipaci on Provincial Trcasiin fot rationale. 
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Table D 
Svstcm Effects Summary Table 



DURHAM REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential for impact 
un the Lc\el of 
Municipal Scnices 



INDICATOR 



Total municipal nagcs, 
salaries, materials and 
contract expcnditurcii 
(1992cxp/hsl(l = $4,»57) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing 

Existing/Committed 
Direct Cost A 
Direct Cost B 
Expanded Blue Box 
Wct/Dr.v 
Mixed Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$7 2 millioi) (1% increase) 
Lou effect on le\cl of sen ices 

$!2.8 miltioo (2% increase) 
Low effect on level of ser\ ices 

$16.2 million (3% increase) 
Lo« effect on le\cl of sen ices 

$16.2 million (3% increase) 
Low effect on lc\ el of serv ices 

$17.5 million {V'/o increase) 
Low efTecl on lc^cl of scnices 

$21.1 million (4% increase) 
Medium effect on le\el of scnices 

$33.5 million (6% increase) 
Medium elTcci oivle\cl of scnices 

$35,8 million {6% increase) 
Medium elTeci on level of scnices 



The Municipal Finance ncl elTecls analysis was undertaken in the absence of miligalion. 
Refer lo Chapter 2, Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Provincial Treasim for rationale. 



Tabic D 
System Effects Summary Table 
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DURHAM REGION j 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


• 


Potential for Impact 


Current expenditure 


All altcrnati\ e svstemit 


Mot iilTcclcdbv .^s 




on the Le^el of 


bv department per 


■ 




. 


iVlunici|)at Seniccs 


houiich<il(l 


"' 


» 




Potential for impact 


Amount of Private 


All alternative systems 


not alTectcdbv 3Rs 




on Private sector 


sector funding 


■ 




^ 


Industries 












Amount of Pi ivate 


All alternative systems 


tiol alTected bv 3Rs 






sector costs 




' 




. 


Amount of Pri\ ate 


All alternative systems 


nol alTccied b\ IRs 






sector costs passed on 






■: 




through hij^her prices 


'•.: 


■•'■ 


• 













1 lie Municipal Finance net cfTccls iirialysis was undertaken in ihe absence of mitigalion. 
Refer 10 Chapter 2. Inipaci Criteria. Poicntial for Impact on Pro\ incial Trcasun for ralionnie 
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Tabic D 
Svstcm Effects Summary Table 



DURHAM REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential for Impact 
on Pri\atc scclor 
Industries 



INDICATOR 



Amount of Private 
sector costs financed through 
taxes, incentives & economics 
(current private sector 
business taxes = S69.2 m) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing 

Existing/Committed 
Direct Cost A 
Direct Cost B 
Expanded Blue B»\ 
Wct/Dr> 
Mixed Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$2.2 million (3% increase) 

Low effccl oil pri\ ate scclor taxes 

$3 9 million {6% increase) 

Medium cfrccl on private scclor taxes 

$5.0 million (7% increase) 

High effect on pri\alc sector taxes 

$5.0 million (7% increase) 

High cfTcct on piivjilc sector taxes 

$5 4 million (K% increase) 

High cffecl on pri\ ate sector taxes 

$6,5 million (*J% increase) 

High effect on pri\alc scclor (axes 

$10 "? million (l.syo increase) 
High effect Oh pri\ale sector ta.xcs 

$111 million (16% increase) 
High effect on pri\ate sector taxes 



Tlie Municipal Finance net effects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer lo Chapter 2, Impact Criteria. Potential for inipacl on Pro\incial Treasury for rationale. 



METROPOLITAN TORONTO 
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Tabic M 
Svstem Effects Summarv Tabic 



METRO REGION 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Putential for Impact 
un Local Taxpayers 


Total Increase in the 
Net General Municipal 
Levy (total Municipal 
taxation $2.0 billion) 


Existing 


$4K 1 millioii (2% increase) 
Lo\\ efiecl on local taxpayers 






Existing/Committed 


$54 million 0% increase) 
Low efTecl on local taxpayers 




.. 


Direct Cost A . 


$60.0 million (3% increase) 
Lo« effect on local taxpayers 


- . 




Direct Cost B 


$ 1 1 1 .0 million (5% increase) 
Mcdiinn effect on local taxpayers 






Expanded Blue Box 


$70 :? million (3% increase) 
Low effect on local taxpayers 


• 


_ - ■• 


Wet/Dry 


$63-4 million (3% increase) 
Lou efTecl on local taxpayers 






Mixed Waste A 


$178.0 million ('>% increase) 
High effect on local taxpayers 


1 


■• 


Mixed Waste B 


$199.3 million (10% increase) , 
High effect on local taxpayers 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was nndertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2, Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Pro\ incial Treasurj for rationale 



Tabic M 
Svstem Effects Sutnmarv Table 
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METRO REGION | 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION . 


Potential for Impact 
on Local Taxpayers 


Net General Municipal 
Levy, Adjusted for 
Commercial/lnd. 
Assessment 
tl992 lax/hsld=S],3S4) 


Existing 


$1,380 (2% increase) ' . ■ 
Lo\\ eirecl on local taxpayers , 




~ 


Existing/Committed 


$1,383 (2% increase) 

Lo« effeci on local taxpayers 


> 




Direct Cost A 


$1,386 (2% increase) 

Lo\\ elTecl on local taxpayers 






Direct Cost B 


$1,440 (6% increase) 

Medium effect on local taxpayers 




* 


Ex|)iindcd Blue Box 


$1,392 {3% increase) 

Low effect on local taxpayers 




t 


Wet/Dry 


$1,388 (3% increase) 

Lou effect on local taxpayers 






Mixed Waste A 


J 1.446 (7% increase) 

Higli effect on local taxpayers ■: 


' 




Mixed Waste B 


$1,456 (8% increase) 

High effect on local taxpayers 

■ 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation, 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Pro\ incial Treasury for rationale. 
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METRO REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential for Impiict 
on the Dehl Burden 
of (he Municipality 



Table M 
Svsteni Effects Summary Table 



INDICATOR 



Amount of Debenture Debt 
(existing (lcbl=$1.0 b) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing 
Existing/Committed 

Dirett Cost A 
Direct Cost B 
Expanded Blue Box 
Wet/Dry 
Mixed Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



The Municipal Finance nel efTecis analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria, Polenlial for Impact on Provincial Treasury for rationale. 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$7.0 million (1% increase) 

Low effect on municipal debt burden 

$16.0 million (2% increase) 

Low effect on municipal debt burden 

$37 8 million (4% increase) 

Medium effect on municipal debt burden 

$37.8 million (4% increase) 

Medium effect on municipal debt burden 

$42.6 million (4% increase) 

Medium eiTect on municipal debt burden 

$141 7 million (13% increase) 
High effect on municipal debt burden 

$279 8 million (27% increase) 
High effect on municipal debt burden 

$279.8 million (27% increase) 
High effect on municipal debt burden 



Tflhic M 
System Effects Summarv Table 



M 



METRO REGION 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Pittentiiit for Impact 
on the Debt Burden 
ufthe Municipafitv 


Amnunt uf Debt Payments 
as a % of expenditure 
(existing ex|)=SS.2 b) 


Existing 


$1.1 mi Uioii(0% increase) 

Low effect on munrcipHl e,\pciidilurcs , 




• 


Existing/Committed 


$2 4 million {(»% increase) 

Low effect on municipal expenditures 




, 


Direct Cost A , 


$5.9 million (.1% increase) 

Low effect on municipal expenditures 






Direct Cost B 


$5 9 million (, 1% increase) 

Low effect on municipal c.Npcndiliircs 


-A 




Expanded Blue Box 


$6.6 million (.1% increase) 

Low cfTccl on municipal c.\pcndi(uTcs 




. - 


Wel/Drj 


$22.0 million (.4% increase) 

Low elTcct on municipal cxpcndiiurcs 




- 


Mixed Waste A 


$4.16 million (.8% increase) 

Low effect on numicipal c\pciidiiiircs 






Mixed Waste B 


$43.6 million (.8% increase) 

Low effect on numicipal cxpcndiiurcs 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Cliaptcr 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Pro\ incial Treasury for ralionaic. 
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Tabic M 
System Effects Summary Table 



METRO REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential for Impact 
on the Debt Burden 
of the Municipality 



INDICATOR 



Amount of Debt Capacity 

Remaining 

(existing capacity=74yo) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Exiiiting 

Evisting/Committcd 
Direct Cost A 
Direct Cost B 
Expanded Blue Box 
Wc(/Dr> 
Mixcil Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



The Municipal Finance nci effccls analysis was undeilakcn in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer lo Chapter 2 Impact Criicria. Potential for Impact on Provincial Trcnsun for rationale 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



74% debt capacit> remaining 
Lou e(Tecl on debt capacity 

74% debt capacity remaining 
Low effect on debt capacity 

74% debt capacity remaining 
Low eftect on debt capacity 

74% debt capacity remaining 
Lo\\ efTecl on debt capacity 

73% debl capacity remaining 
Low effect on debt capacity 

7 ! % debt capacity remaining 
LoH elTect on debt capacity 

6K% debt capacity remaining 

High effect on municipal expenditures 

68% debt capacity remaining 

High effect on municipal expenditures 



Tabic M 
Svstem Effects Summarv Tabic 
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METRO REGION 




CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potcitdal for Impact 
on MunicijiHl 
Resene Funds 


Tola! Amount of Rcscnc 

Funds 

(existing rescnes=$968m) 


Existing 


$0 in additional rcscncs 
Low elTecl on reser\ cs 


:i 




'• ■ 


Evisting/Cummitti-d 


$0 in additional rcscncs 
Low efTect on rcserv cs 


' 


• 


• 


Direct Cost A 


$0 in addilional rcscncs 
Lo\\ efTect on rescnes 




, 


* ■ ■ 


Direct Cost B 


55 1 .0 m in addilional resen cs 
Higli/posili\e cfTccl on rcscncs 


■ 


•■ 


• 


Expiindcd Blue Box 


$0 in additional rcscncs 
Low crTccl on rcscn cs 


^ - 


- 


• 


Wet/Dry 


$0 in addilional rcscncs 
Uow effect on rcscncs 






■*■ 


Mixed Waste A 


$0 in addilional rcscncs 
Low cITcct on rcscncs 


K ■ ■ 




' 


Mixed Waste B 


$0 in additional rcscncs 
Lp\\ efTect on rcscncs 





The Municipal Finance net 
Refer 10 Chapter 2. Impacl 



cfTccls analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Criteria. Potcniial for Impaci on Pro\ incial Treasun for rationale 
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METRO REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential for Impact 
on Municipal 
Rc$cnc Funds 



Tabic M 
System Effects Summary Tabic 



INDICATOR 



Total Amount of Reser>c 
Funds Per Household 
(existing reser\es=$968 m) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existint; 

Existing/Commrtlcd 
Direct Cost A 
Direct Cost B 
Expanded Blue Box 
Wct/Drv 
Mixed Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$0 in addilioiial rcscn cs/hsld 
Low cITecl on rcscr\ es/hslild 

$U in addilioiKil rcscr\ cs/hsld 
Low efTect on rcscncs/lishld 

$0 in additional rcscn cs/hsld 
Low eficcl on rcscn cs/hslvld 

$53 31 addilional rcscrv cs/hsld 
High/positive c(Tcc( on rcscn cs 

$0 in iidditioiiid rcscncs/hsld 
Low cffccl on rcscrv cs/hshld 

$0 in addilional rcscn cs/lisid 
Low cfTecl on rcscn cs/hshid 

$0 in addilional rcsencs/lisid 
Low effect on rcscn cs/lishid 

$0 in addilional rcscncs/hsld 
Lou effect on rcscn cs/hslild 



Tlic Miiiiicipal Finance nel cffccis analysis was undenakcn in ihc absence of initigalion. 
Refer 10 Cliaplcr 2. Impaci Criteria. Polciilial for Impact on Provincial Treasun. for ralioniilc. 



Tabic M 
System Effects Summary Table 
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METRO REGION 


1 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS ' -' _ ' 
BY CRITERION 


Potcntiiil for Impact 


Reserves as a pciccnt 


* 


■ ■ 


on Municipal 
Reserve Funds 


of operating expenditures 
(cxisling%=l8%) 


• •' 


i - * ' _ 






Existing 


rescr\es/oper<iiitige.\-p. = 18% 
Lo^^ efrcc( on rescnes/lislild 


>: ■' 


?'■ 


Existing/Cummittcd 


rescr\cs/opcnuiiig e\p. = 18% ' 
Low efTccl on reser\es/cxp 


• ., ■'■ 




Direct Cost A 


resenes/operalmg exp. = 18% 

Low effecl on reser\es/e\p ' : ' 


: ■ ■: 


■■:-. 


Direct Cost B 


resenes/operalingexp. = 19% 

Low elTect on resen cs/cxp . - . 


, 


' ^ 


Expanded Blue Box 


reser\es/operaling e\p. = 18% 

Low efTect on rcsen es/exp ' , 


■■ " , " . 




Wet/Dry 


reServes/opcraling exp. = 18% 
Lo\\ effect on rcscA cs/c,\p 


' 


'' 


Mixed Waste A 


reser\es/operalinge\p = 18% , . 
Low effecl on rescr\ cs/csp 




. ' ' '^f 


Mixed Waste B 


resenes/operaling exp. = 18% 
Low effecl on rescnes/exp 



, The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was nndcrtaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer (q Chapter 2. Inipaci Criteria. Potcmial for linpaci on Provincial Trcasurv for raiionale 
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METRO REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential for Impuct 
on the Le^cl or 
Municipal Scniccs 



Tabic M 
System Effects Summary Table 



INDICATOR 



Total municipal w ages, 
salaries, materials and 
contract expenditures 
(1992 ex|)/hsid = S6,038) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing; 



Existing/Committed 



Direct Cost A 



Direct Cost B 



Expanded Blue Box 



Wet/Drv 



Mixed Waste A 



Mixed Waste B 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$48.1 million (1% increase) 
Low effect on le\ el of sen ices 

$54.0 million (1% increase) 
Low effect on le\el of sen ices 

$60.0 million (1% increase) 
Low effect on level of sen ices 

$60.0 million {1% increase) 
Low effect on lc\el of ser\ ices " 

$70.3 million (1% increase) 
Low effect on level of scniccs 

$63.4 million ( 1% increase) 
Lowcffeclon level of sen ices 

$178.0 million (3% increase) 
Medium effec( on level of scniccs 

$ I'J'J.l million (3% increase) 
Medium effect on level of scniccs 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was midertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer lo Cliaplcr 2. Impact Criteria. Polenlial for Impiicl on Provincial Treasurv for rationale. 
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Table M 
Svstem Effects Summarv Tabic 



METRO REGION 


CRrTERlA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potcniiiil for Impact 


■ 

■ 

Current expenditures 


All alternative systems 


not affected b\ IRs 


on the Lc^el of 


by department per 


- , 




Municipal Semces 


household 






Potential for Impact 


Amount of Private 


All alternative systems 


nol affected by 3Rs 


on Private sector 


sector funding 






Industries 






• 


.. 


Amount of Private 


All alternative systems 


not affected bv 3 Rs 




sector costs 








Amount of Prii ate 


All alternative systems 


nol aiTeclcd b> 3Rs 




sector costs passed im 






. 


through higher prices 




-. 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was undertaken in the absence ofntitigalion. 
Refer lo Chapler 2, Impact Criteria. Potcnlial for Impact on Provincial Treasurv for rationale. 



Tabic M 
Svstcm Effects Summarv Table 
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METRO REGION 








CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potential for Impact 


Amount of Pri\atc 


' . -■ 


1 


on Pri\atc scctnr 


•icctor costs financed thrDU|;h 






Industries 


taxes, incentives & economies 






.' 


(current |trivate sector 


Existing 


J25 () tnillion {2% increase) 




business taxes = SI.O b) 




Low effect on |>rivatc seclor taxes 






Existing/Committed 


$28,0 million (2% increase) 
Lo« cffeci on pri\aie seclor taxes 


■ ^ 




Direct Cost A 


$:ii.2 million (.1% increase) 




• - 


:.! 


Low effect on pri\ ale sector taxes 






Direct Cost B 


$31.2 tnillion (3% increase) 
Low effect on pri\ ate sector taxes 


^ 




Expanded Blue Box 


$36.5 nilthon (Wo increase) 
Low effect on pri\alc sector (axes 


i ;■ - . 




Wet/Diy t 


$32.9 million (.V/o increase) 


'. 






Low effect on pri\ ale sector taxes 






Mixed Waste A 


$92.5 miliioM (H% increase) 








High effect on pii\atc sector taxes 




1* 


Mixed Waste B 


$103.6 million (9"/<. increase) 








High cITect on pri\atc seclor taxes 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was nndcriaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer (o Chapter 2 Impact Criteria Potential for Impact on Provincial Trcasur\ for rationale. 



REGION OF YORK 



Table Y 
Svstcm Effects Summarv Table 



YORK REGION 










CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potential for Impact 
oit Local Taxpayers 


Total Increase in the 
Net General Municipal 
Levy (total Municipal 
taxation S2S2.S million) 


Existing 
Existing/Committed 


$6.8 million (3% increase) 
Low cfTecl on local taxpayers 

$ 1 1 6 million (5% increase) 
Medium cfTccl on local ta\pa\crs 






■ ' 


Direct Cost A 


$157 million (6% increase) 
Medium cfTcct on local taxpayers 




■ 




Direct Cost B 
Ex|ianded Blue Box 
Wct/Drv 


$36 1 million (14% increase) 
High effect on local taxpayers 

$16.0 million {6% increase) 
Medium enect on local laxpavcrs 

$24 5 million (10% increase) 
Higli effect on local taxpayers 




' 


■ 


Mixed Waste A 


$41 5 n^illion( 16% increase) 
High elTect on local laxpa.\ers 




I 




Mixed Waste B 


$46 1 million (18% increase) 
High elTecl on local taxpayers 





The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation, 
Refer to Chapter 2, Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact xin Proxincial Treasury for rationale. 



Table Y 
Svslem Effects Summarv Table 
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YORK REGION 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potential fur Impact 
on Local Taxpayers 


Net General IV1unicl|)al 
Levy, Adjusted for 
Commercial/Ind. 
Assessment 
(1992tax/hsld=Sl,223) 


Existing 


$1,253 (2% increase) 

Low elTecl on local taxpayers 


^1 


-.1. 


Existing/Committed 


$1,267 (4% increase) 

Medium efTeci on local taxpayers 


; 




Direct Cost A 


$1,279 (5% increase) 

Medium effect on local taxpa\crs 


. . - 




Direct Cost B 


$1,372 (12% increase) 

High cITcct on local taxpa>crs 


-• 




Expanded Blue Box 


$1,280 (5% increase) 

Medium elTcct on local taxpayers 


■ 


■ 


Wet/Drj 


$1,306 (7% increase) . , 
High cfTecl on local taxpayers ■ 






Mixed Waste A 

■r- 


$1,359 (11% increase) 

High efiecl on local taxpayers 






Mixed Waste B 


$1,373 (12% increase) ' . 
High effect on local laxpa>ers 



Tht; Municipal Finance net elTecls analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Provincial Treasury for rationale 
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Tabic Y 
Svstem Effects Summarv Tabic 



YORK REGION 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potential for Impact 


Amount of Debenture 






on the Debt Burden 


Debt 






of the Municipality 


(existing (lcbt=SlJ3.4 m) 










Existing 


$1 1.7 ntiilion (9% increase) 




- 


- 


High efTect on niuiiicip:il dcbl burden 


■ 




Existing/Committed 


$14 8 million (11% increase) 

High effect on municipal debi burden 






Direct Cost A 


$24 million (18% increase) 

High elTect on municipal debt burden 




- 


Direct Cost B 


$24.0 million (18% increase) 

High eCTect on municipal debt burden 




■i'.'i -f 


Expanded Blue Box 


$25,2 million (19% increase) 


. 


.. 


• 


High cffecl on municipal dcbl burden 




"1 ■'- - 


Wet/Dry 


$73.6 million (55% increase) 

High cffecl on municipal dcbl burden 




T , . . 


Mixed Waste A 


$106.6 million (80% increase) 






-•- 


High effect on municipal debt burden 




'• 


Mixed Waste B 


$106.6 million (80% increase) 
High effect on municipal debt btirdcn 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation, 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Pro\ incial Treasurj for rationale. 
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Table Y 
System Effects Summary Table 



YORK REGION j 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potential for impact 


Amount (tf Debt Payments 






on the Debt Burden 


as a % of expenditures 






of the IMunicipality 


(existing cxp=$592.8 m) 




■■' ■ ^ 






Existing 


$1.8 million (.3% increase) 








Low cITccl on inuiuctpal expenditures 






Existing/Committed 


$2.1 million (.4% increase) 

Low erfcct on municipal expendilures 






Direct Cost A 


$3.7 nullion (.6% increase) 

Low cfTccl on municipal expenditures 




.t 


Direct Cost B 

- 


S3 7 million (.6% increase) 

Low cfTecl on municipal e.xpendilurcs 


i^ 




Expanded Blue Box 


$1.9 million (.7% increase) 

Low cffccl on municipal cspcndilurcs 




• 


Wet/Dry 


$114 million (1,9% increase) 

Low effecl on municipal expenditures 






Mixed Waste A 


$16.6 million (2.8% increase) 

Low cITcci on munrcipal expenditures 






Mixed Waste B 


$l6.f) million (2.8% increase) 

Low cfTcct on municipal expenditures 



The Municipal Finance net effects anal\sis was undertaken in the absence ofniiligalion. 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Provincial Treasur>' for rationale. 



Table Y 
Sv§tcin Effects Summary Tabic 



Y - 5 



YORK REGION 








CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS " 
BY CRITERION 


Potenlial for Impact 
on the Debt Burden 
of the IVlunici|iaiilv 


Amount of Debt Capacity 

Remaining 

(existing capacity=7iyo) 


Existing 


69% debt capaciu remaining 
Lo« effect on debt capacity 






Existing/Committed 


68% debt capacily remaining ■ 

Low effect on debt capaciu , - ■ 


■ 




Direct Cost A 


66% debt capacity remaining ' 
Medrum effecl on debt capacity 






Direct Cost B 


66% debt capacity remaining 
Medium effect on debt capacity 






Expanded Blue Box 


66% debt capacily remaining:! 

Medium cfTcci on debt capacity ; 


■• 




Wet/Dry 


55% debt capacily remaining 

High effect on numicipa! expenditures 


!■ . , . _ 


. 


Mixed Waste A 


48% debt capacity rcmaiiung 

High effect on municipal expenditures 


• 


" 


Mixed Waste B 


48% debt capacity remaining 

High effecl on municipal expenditures 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis \\as undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Pro\ incial Treasur\ for rationale. 



Table Y 
Svstem Effects Summarv Table 
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YORK REGION 



CRITERIA 



INDICATOR 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



Potential for lm))act 
on IMunicipHl 
Rcsenc Funds 



Total Amount of Resenc 

Funds 

(existing resencs=S29Um) 



E\lstln}> 



E\istint>/Conimitte<l 



Direct Cost A 



Direct Cost B 



Expanded Blue Box 



Wct/Drv 



Mixed Waste A 



Mixed W^ste B 



$0 in addilional reserves 
Low eiTecl on rcscncs 

$0 in addilional rcscncs 
Low efTeet on rescn cs 

$0 in addilional rcscncs 
Low effect on reserves 

$20. 4 m in addiiiottal rcscncs 
High/posili\c cffccl on rcscncs 

$0 in additional reserves 
Low efTcct on rcscn cs 

$0 in additional rcsencs 
Low cflecl on rcscn cs 

$0 in additional rcscncs 
Low effect on rcscn cs 

$0 in additional rcscncs . 
Low effect on rescncs 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was undertaken in (he absence of mitigaiion. 
Refer (0 Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Pro\ incial TrcasuPi for rationale 



Tabic Y 
System Effects Summarv Tabic 



YORK REGION 








CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potential for Impact 
on Municipal 
Rcsenc Funds 


Total Amount of Resene 
Funds Per Household 
(existing resenes=$222 m) 

■ i: tr 


Existing 


;1 

$0 in additional rcser\cs/lisld 
Low cffccl on rescncs/lishld 




■ 


Existing/Committed 


$0 in addilioiwl rescncs/lisld 
Lo\\ cfTccl on rcsen cs/l>sli!d 


" '■'■■ 




Direct Cost A 


$0 in additional rcser\cs/hsld 
Low elTecl on resenes/lishld 




f. 


Direct Coiit B 


$92.56 additional rcscncs/hsld 
Higli/posili\c cdccl on resciA es 




«■■■• 


Expanded Blue Box 


SO in additional resets cs/lisid 
Low cfTect oil rcscn cs/hslild 


• 




Wet/Dry 


$0 in additional rcsencs/hsid s 
Low cITcct on rescivcs/hslild 




.i 


Mixed Waste A 


$0 in additional rcser\cs/hsid 
Low effect on rcscncs/lishld 


. 


'■t 


Mixed Waste B 


$0 in additional rcscncs/hsld 
Lo\v effect on reser\es/!isldd 



Tlie Municipal Finance net efTccts anaivsis \\as niideriaken in the absence of miligalion. 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria, Potential for Impact on Provincial Treasun for rationale. 



Table Y 
Svstcm Effects Summary Table 
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YORK REGION 








CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


PotcntiHl for lm|iac( 


Reserves as a percent 






on Municipal 


of o|)erating expenditures 


•■ 


■^ 


Rescnc Funds 


(existing %=-19%) 




' 






Existing 


reser\cs/operating e\p = 49% 






. 


Low effect on rescrvcs/lishid 


T. 

■i.. 




Existing/Committed 


reseiAcs/opcratiiig exp. = 49% • ' 
Low effect on resen es/exp 


" 


,■' 


Direct Cost A 


resenes/operaling exp = 439% 


.,. 


■* 




Low effect on resen es/exp 




■ ' 


Direct Cost B 


reserves/operating exp. = 52% 
Low effect on rcsen es/cxp 






Expanded Blue Box 


reserves/operating exp. = 49% " 




'»■ 




Low effect on rcscn cs/exp 


k 


V.' 


Wet/Dry 

■ 


resenes/opcraling exp. = 49% 
Low effect on rescl^ es/cxp 






Mixed Waste A 


resen cs/operating exp. = 4'Jt% 
Low effect on resenes/exp 




''■- 


Mixed Waste B 


resen es/opcnuing exp = 49% . . 








Low effect on resen es/cxp 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis uas undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for hnpacl on PiQ\inciaI Trcasur> for rationale. 



YORK REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential for lm|iact 
on the Le\'el of 
Municipal Services 



Table Y 
Svstcm Effects Summary Table 



INDICATOR 



Total munici|)al wages, 
salaries, materials and 
contract expenditures 
(1992 cxp/hsid = $3,667) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



CxistiM}; 

Existiii|4/Commiltcd 
Direct Cost A 
Direct Cost B 
Expanded Blue Box 
Wet/Dry 
Mixed Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$f).8 million (1% incrciise) 
Low cfTcti on lc\el orsciAiccs 

$1 1.6 million {IVn increase) 
Lou enfeci on le\el of ser\ ices 

$15.7 million (3% increase) 
Low cITect on le\el of se^^ ices 

$15.7 million {:i% increase) 
Low cfTcci on ic\ cl of sen ices 

$16 million (.1% increase) 
Low clTecl on k\cl of services 

$24.5 million (4% increase) 
Medium elTeci on level of services 

$41.5 tnillion (7"/!, iticreasc) 
High effecl on lev cl of sen ices 

$46 I million (K% increase) 
Higli elTcct on lc\el of services 



The Municipal Finance net cITecis anal\sis was lindertaken in the absence of mitigation, 
Refer lo Chapter 2. Inipaci Criteria. Potential for Impact on Provincial Treasury for rationale 
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Ta»>le Y 
System Effects Summary Table 



YORK REGION 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


7^ 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potential for Impact 


Current expenditures 


All alternative systems 


iioi aficctcd bv 3Rs 


<m the Leyel of 


by department jicr 




t 


Municipal Sen ices 


household 




;■ ,f - . 


Potential for Impact 


Amount of Priyale 


Alt alternative systems 


not alTccled b\ 3Rs 


on Pri\ate sector 


sector funding 




-1 


Industries 






■i 




Amount of Pri\ ate 


All alternative systems 


nol affected by' 3Rs . . ' 




sector costs 




». '• 




Amount of Private 


All alternative systems 


no( afiecied b\ jRs ' *' 


-. 


sector costs passed on 


- i< 


_ 


' 


through higher prices 


'* 


_ 



The Municipal Finance nel effects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2. Inipaci Criteria. Potential for Impact on Prci\ incial Treasury for rationale. 
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Tabic Y 
System Effects Summarv Table 



YORK REGION 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potential for Impact 


Amount of Private 






(m Private sector 


sector costs financed through 


- 




Industries 


taxes, incentives & economies 


I i 




_ 


(current |)ri\ ate sector 


Existing 


$2.1 million (3% increase) 


■* 


business taxes = S77.9 m) 


, 


Low effect pn pri\ ale sector taxes 


^i. 




E\istin}>/CDmmittc(l 


$.17 million (4% increase) 








Medium cfrecl on prixale sector taxes 


i' 




Direct Cost A 


$5.0 milJion (6% increase) 


t- 


■ . ■ '• 


■i 


Medium cfTecl on private sector taxes 




' ■ f: 


Direct Cost B 


S5.0 million {6% increase) 


- 


' - ' 


., 


Medium cITect on private sector taxes 




I 


Ex|ianilcd Blue Box 


$5 1 million (6% increase) 


■? r. '. 




■■ . . •;' 


High ctTecl on pri\ ale sector taxes 




■ 


Wet/Dry 


$7.8 million (9% increase) 




"* - . • 




High erfccl on pri\ ale sector taxes 


, •■ 


" 


Mixed Waste A 


$13.2 million (16% increase) 


■> 






High cfTect on pri\ ale sector taxes 






Mixed Waste B 


$ 14.7 iniltion ( 1 7% increase) 
High effect on pri\ ale sector taxes 











The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was undertaken iti ihc absence of niitigalion, 
Refer lo Chapter 2, Impact Criteria, Potential for Impact on Provincial Treasury for rationale. 



REGION OF PEEL 



PEEL REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential for impact 
on Local Tax|iaycrs 



Table P 
Svstcm Effects Summary Tabic 



INDICATOR 



Total Increase in the 
Net General Municipal 
Levy (total IMunicipal 
taxation S392.7 million) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing 

Existing/Committed 
Direct Cost A 
Direct Cost B 
Expanded Blue Box 
Wet/Dry . 
Mixed Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$9.5 million (2% increase) 
Low effect oil local taxpa>crs 

$17.4 million (4% increase) 
Medium effect on local taxpa\crs 

$24.0 million (6% increase) 
Medium effecl on local ta\pa>ers 

$47.3 million (12% increase) 
High effect on local ta.xpayers 

$25.7 million (7% increase) 
High effecl on local taxpayers 

$:il 9 million (8% increase) 
High effect on local la.vpayers 

$65.4 million (16% increase) 
High elTccI on local taxpayers 

$72.8 million (19% increase) 
High effect on local taxpa>ers 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation, 
Refer lo Chapter 2. Impact Criteria, Potential for Impact on Pro\ incial Treasury; for rationale. 



P 2 



PEEL REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential for Impact 
on Local Taxpayers 



Tabic P 
System Effects Summary Tabic 



INDICATOR 



Net General IV1unici|ial 
Levy, Adjusted for 
Commcrcial/Ind. 
Assessment 
(1992 taxyhsl«l=$1, 337) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing 

Exisling/Committed 
Direct Cost A 
Direct Cost B 
Expanded Blue Box 
Wet/Dry 
Mixed Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



The MiiJiicipal Finance iiei cfTccls analysis uas undcriaken in llie absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2, Impact Criteria. Polenlial for Impacl on Provincial Treasury for rationale. 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$1,362 (2% increase) 

Low effect on local taxpayers 

$1,378 (3% increase) • • 
Lou effecl on local la\pa\crs 

$1,391 (4% increase) 

Medium effect on local taxpayers 

$1,466 (10% increase) 
High cffecl on local taxpayers 

$1,194 (4% increase) 

Medium cflccl on local taxpa>crs 

$1,407 (5% increase) 

Medium effect on local taxpa\crs 

$1,474 (10% increase) 

High effect on local taxpayers 

$1,489 (11% increase) 

High effect on local laxpii>crs 



PEEL REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential for Impact 
on the Debt Burticn 
of the Municipality 



Table P 
Svstcin Effects SummarY Tabic 



INDICATOR 



Amount of Debenture 

Debt 

(existing dcbt=$l-tfi,4 m) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing 

Existing/Committed 
Direct Cost A 
Direct Cost B 
Expanded Blue Box 
WetADry 
Mixed Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$13 I tiiil I ion (9% increase) 

High effect on municipal debl burden 

$43 5 million (30% increase) 

High efTcct on municipal debt burden 

$314 million {35% increase) 

High effect on municipal debt burden 

$5 1 4 million (35% increase) 

High effect on municipal debt burden 

$53.3 million (36% increase) 

High effect on municipal debl burden 

$107 y million (74% increase) 
High effect on municipal debl burden 

$154 y million (106% increase) 
High effect on municipal debt burden 

$1 54 9 million (106% increase) 
High effect on municipal debt burden 



The Municipal Finance net effects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Provincial Treasury for rationale 



Tabic P 
Svstcm Effects Summarv Table 
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PEEL REGION 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Pfltcniial fur Impacl 
on titc Debt Burden 
of the Municiiialitv 

1 


Amount of Debt Payments 
as a % of expenditure 
(existing exp=$883.2 m) 


Existing 


$2.0 million (.2% increase) 

Lo\\ effect on municipal expenditures 






Existing/Committed 


$6.7 million (.8% increase) 

Low effect on municipal expenditures 


" , 


■?,■ 


Direct Cost A 


$8.0 million (.9% increase) 

LoH effect on municipal expenditures 


!^ 


-■ 


Direct Cost B 


$8.0 million (.9% increase) 

Lo\v effect on municipal expenditures ' < 




* 

t 


Expanded Blue Box 


S8. 3 million (.9% increase) 

Lov\ effect on municipal cxpencliturcs 


' 


^, 


Wct/Drv 


$ 16.8 million ( 1.9% increase) 

Lou effect on municipal expenditures 




-■:■ 


Mixed Waste A 

■ 


$24. 1 millioji (2 7% increase) 

l,o\\ effect on municipal expenditures 






Mixed Waste B 


$24.1 million (2.7% increase) 

Lo\^ effect on mumcipal expenditures 



The Municipal Finance net. effects analysis w'as undertaken in llic absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Provincial Treasurj for rationale 
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Table P 
Svstem Effects Summarv Tabic 



PEEL REGION 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potential for Impact 
on the Debt Burden 
of the Municipalitv 


Amount of Debt Capacity 

Remaining 

(existing capacity=79%) 


Existing 


77% debt cap:icily rcin;)ining 
Low effect on debt cipacily 






t, ii' 


Existing/Committed 
Direct Cost A 


72% debt capacity rciiiaining 
Low efTecl on debt capiicit\ 

71% debt capacity remaining 
Medium effect on debt capacity 


■■■ 






Direct Cost B 


7 1% debt capacity reinaimng 
Medium effect on debt capactt\ 




^' ■!. 


:. 


Expanded Blue Box 


71% debt capitcity remaining 
Medium effect on debt capacity 


■ .. * 


' 


.• 


Wet/Dry 


63% debt capaci[> remaining 

High effect on municipal expenditures 








Mixed Waste A 


56% debt capacil\ remaining 

High effect on municipal cxpcndilures 


- 




1 


Mixed Waste B 


56% debt capacity remaining 

High effect on nmnicipal cspendinircs 





The Municipal Finance iicl effects analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Pro\ iricial Treasury for rationale 
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Table P 
Svstcm Effects Sumitiarv Table 



PEEL REGION 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS ■ ' . --: 
BY CRITERION 


Potential for Impact 
on Municiiial 
Resene Funds 


Total Amount of Rcscnc 

Funds 

{existin(> rescnes=$81 Im) 


Existing 


$0 in addiltonal rcscnes 
Low effect on reserves 


■ 


■■ 


Evisting/Cummittcd 


$0 in additional rcscnes . ,; 
Low effect on reserves ■ , ■ 


I 




Direct Cost A 


$0 in additional reserves , ' 

Low effect on reserves ■ 'I 






Direct Cost B 


$23 3 in in addilionai reserves 
Higli/positive effccl on reserves 






Expanded Blue Box 


$0 in additional rcscnes 
Low elTect on resen cs 


'- 




Wct/Drv 


$0 in additional rcscnes ' ■ 
Low effect on resen cs 


■ 


* 


Mixed Waste A 


$0 in addition;)! rcscnes 
Low effect on rcscnes 


: 




Mixed Waste B 


1 " » 

$0 in addilionai rcscnes - ^-■ 
Low eflecl on rcscnes i 



Tlie Muincipal Finance net effects analysis w as iindertalten in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer to Chapicr 2. Inipaci Criteria. Polcniial for Inipacl on Provincial Treasun for rationale 
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Tabic P 
System Effects Summary Table 



PEEL REGION 



CRITERIA 



Polcntial for lm|iact 
on Municipal 
Reserve Funds 



INDICATOR 



Total Amount of Rcsenc 
Funds Per Household 
(existing rescnes=$8 11 m) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing 

Existing/Committed 
Direct Ct)st A 
Direct Cost B 
Expanded Blue Box 
Wet/Dry 
Mixed Waste A 
Mixed Waste B 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$0 in additional resenes/lisld 
Low efTecC oii rescncs/lishld 

$0 in additional rcscncs/hsid 
Low effect on rcscn cs/lishid 

$0 in addilional rescrves/lisld 
Lo\\ effect on rescn es/lishid 

$75.34 addilional rcservcs/hsid 
Higli/positive effcci on rcsenes 

$0 in additional rescn cs/lisid 
Low effect on rescn cs/lisidd 

$0 in additional resencs/lisid 
Low efTccI on rescr\ cs/lishid 

$0 in additional resencs/hsld 
Low effect on rescn cs/hslild 

$0 in additiotwil rcscncs/hsId 



The Municipal Finance ncl elTccts analysis was undertaken in the absence of mitigation. 
Refer ID Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on .Pro\incial Treasury for rationale 
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PEEL REGION 



CRITERIA 



Polcntial for Imftacf 
(in Municipal 
Rcscnc Funds 



Table P 
System Effects Summary Table 



INDICATOR 



Reser\es as a pcixent 
of operating expenditures 
(existing %=92%) 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing 



Existing/Committed 



Direct Cost A 



Direct Cost B 



Expanded Blue Box 



Wet/Drv 



Mixed Waste A 



Mixed Waste B 



The Municipal Finance net efTecls analysis was undertaken in (he absence of miligation, 
Refer lo Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for jmpaci on Provincial Treasurv for rationale 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



reserxes/opcraUng exp. = 92% 
Low efTecl on rescnes/hshtd 

reser\es/opc rating c\p. = 92% 
Low efTecl on resen es/cxp 

reser\es/operating exp = 92% 
Low elTecl on reser\es/e\p 

resenes/operating exp. = 94% 
Low effect on rescncs/e.\p 

reser\es/opcraliiig c.\p = 92% 
Low efTect on rcscr\ cs/exp 

reserves/operating exp. = 92% 
Low eflcct on rcscnes/cxp 

reser\es/opcraliiig exp. = 97% 
Low efTecl on rescncs/cxp 

resenes/operating exp = 92% 
Low effect on reser\ es/exp . 



PEEL REGION 



CRITERIA 



Potential Tor Impact 
on the Lc\cl of 
municipal Seniccs 



Tabic P 
Svstem Effects Summarv Tal)le 



INDICATOR 



Tola! munici|tal nages, 
salaries, malcriHls and 
contract ex|icn(liturc$ 
(1992 exp/hsld = S3,730) 



i 



RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 



Existing 



Exist ing/Cnmmittcd 



Direct Cost A 



Direct Cost B 



Expanded Blue Box 



Wcl/Drv 



Mixed Waste A 



Mixed Waste B 



NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 



$9.5 luiliioii (1% iiicreiisc) 
Low cITcci on lc\cl of ser\ices 

$17.4 niillioii (2% increase) 
Low effect on lc\ cl of sen ices 

$24.0 million (.1% increase) 
Low cfTecl on lc\ ci of ser\ices 

$24.0 millioti 0% increase) 
Low cfTccl on lc\ cl of ser\ ices 

$25.7 million (1% increase) 
Low cffcci on level of scrxiccs 

$3 1 ,9 million (4% increase) 
Mcdiimi cflccl on level of services 

$65 4 million (7% increase) 
High cffcci on level of services 

$72.8 million (X% increase) 
High effect on level of scnices 



The Municipal Finance ncl effects analysis was undertaken in the absence of miiigiiiion. 
Rcfci 10 Chapter 2. Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Provincial Treasnrv for rationale 



Table P 
System Effects Summarv Table 
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PEEL REGION 




CRITERIA 


■ 
INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potential for Impact 


Current expenditures 


All alternative svstcms 


not affeclcd bv 3Rs 


on the Le\cl of 


bv department per 




; 


Municipal Scniccg 


household 




'■' 


Potential for Impact 


Amount of Private 


All altcrnati\e svstcms 


nol afTcctcd bv 3Rs 


on PriA ate sector 


sector funding 






Industries 






. , 




Amount of Private 


All alternative systems 


not afTected bv 3Rs 




sector costs 




1 ■•: 




Amount of Private 


All alternati\e s>stcms 


1101 afTecicdbv 3Rs 




Elector costs passed on 






Hi 


through higher prices 


i\ . 


ifr 


1 


■ ' '" 


' 


r 
t 1 • 



Ihc Municipal Finance net effccis aiiahsis was undertaken in the absence of mitigalioii, 
Refer to Cliaptcr 2, Impact Criteria. Potential for Impact on Provincial Treasurv for rationale. 
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Table P 
Svstem Effects Summary Table 



PEEL REGION 


CRITERIA 


INDICATOR 


RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM 


NET EFFECTS 
BY CRITERION 


Potential fur Impact 
(in Private sector 
Indiislrics 


Amount of Pri\ ate 
sector costs flnanced through 
taxes, incentives & economies 
(current private sector 
business taxes = S149.4 m) 


Existing 


$3.6 million (2% increase) 

Low eJTect on pn\a(c sector taxes 


■ 


1, 


Existin^Committed 


$6.6 million (V/o increase) 

Low efTecl on pri\ ale sector taxes 


■Ir 




Direct Cost A , 


$9. 1 million (5% increase) 

Medium efTecl on private sector taxes 


' 


.. 


Direct Cost B 


$9. 1 million (5% increase) 
Medium efTecl on pri\ ale sector taxes 




■ 


Expanded Blue Box 


$'J.7 million (5% increase) 

Medium efTecl on pri\atc sector ta.xes 






Wet/Dry 


$12,1 million (6% increase) 
Medium cITcct on private sector taxes 


• \ ■ ' 




Mixed Waste A 


$24.8 million ( 13% increase) 
High ciTccl on private sector taxes 


\ 


.:, . • 


Mixed Waste B 


$27.6 million ( 14% increase) 
High elTcci on private sector taxes 



The Mimicipal Finance net crfecls analysis was undertaken in the absence of nntigation, 
Refer to Cliaptcr 2. Impact Critciia. Polcniial for Impact on Provincial Treasury for rationale. 
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Brock 

1993 Budget - Garbage Collection pg. 27. 

Scugc^ 

1993 Financial Statement for Environmental Services. 
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List of Persons Contacted: 
R^on of Halton 



Milton 

Halton Hilk 
Burlington 

OakviUe 

Region of Durliam 



Oshawa 

Ajax 

Qarington 
Pickering 
Whitby 
Scugog 
Region of Feel 



D. Birkett, Director of Budgets and Finance 

M. Skora, Financial Analyst 

V. Lesnicki, Manager of Waste Reduction 

P. Torrance, Accounts Co-ordinator 

G. Woodbum, Manager of Public Works 

P. Antonio, Engineering Department 

J. Matthews, Director of Public Works 

J. McQueen, Treasurer 

P. Sargeant, Recycling Co-ordinator/Admin. Assistant 

T. Drewlo, Manager of Public Works 

P. Anderson, Manager of Waste Management 

M LaPorte, Manager of Revenue 

M. Fenn, City Manager 

M. Jones, Solid Waste Manager 

R. Green, Assistant Director of Public Works 



P. Richards, Budgets and Economic Planning 

J. Qapp, Director of Finance 

P. Blyth, Senoir Economist 

P. Watson, Manager of Works Department 

A. Mylelebost, Director of Operations 

B. Simmons, Engineer 

C Thomas, Admin. Assistant-Director of Finance 

C. Ketl, Director of Finance 

F. Hull, Director of Engineerijig and Works 
E. Bellamy, Manager of Treasury 

W. Evans, Director of Public Works 

G. Aston, Technician, Public Works 
J. Walls, Treasurer 

S. Yokes, Director of Public Works 
M Gale, Waste Analyst 
T. Rule, Manager of Operational Services 
K- Harper, Treasurer 



L. Eason, Commissioner of Hnance 

D. Markle, Commissioner of Public Works 

R. Hatton, Financial Policy Analyst 

G. Williams, Manager Waste Reduction and Recovery 

L Morgan-Fraser Technical Analyst, Waste Reduction 

P. Kirby, Financial Policy Analyst 
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Caledon 

Brampton 
Mississauga 



Regjon of Yoric 



B. Mcxjre, Director of Public Works 

S. Jones, Treasurer 

S. Stewart, Operations Supervisor, Public Works 

T. Long, Recycling Co-ordinator 

M. Masliwek, Manager Financial Services 



J. Pennachetti, Commissioner of Finance 

L MacMillan, Director of Solid Waste Management 

J. Flewelling, Waste Management Engineer 

B. Morrison, Solid Waste Manager 

W. Bandow, Director of Works 

S. Fairweather, Director of Finance 

G. Maggott, Recycling Co-ordinator 

R. Prentice, Municipal Qerk 

L Dean, Deputy Qerk 

J. Carr, Town OfiBces 

S. Armstrong, Town OfGces 

East Gwillimbury F. Reid, Treasurer 

W. Hunt, Town Engineer 
P. Nog, Program Manager 
B. Cribbett, Deputy Treasurer 

Whitchurcb-StoufifviileP. Whitehouse, Public Works Department 

R Blackburn, Treasurer 
E. Simmons, Waste Management Co-ordinator 
Mr. Birkholder, Finance Department 
C Harris, Director of Finance 
J. Anbinder, Administrative Co-ordinator 
G. Wilson, Commissioner of Finance 
N. Mortson, Director of Waste Management 
D. Keliar, Commissioner Public Works 
D. Douglas, Recycling Co-ordinator 
D. Younge, Treasurer 
K. Young, Director of Public Works 
G. Watson, Operations Technologist 
W. Taylor, Qerk 
R. Mitchell, Treasurer 
M. Shier, Treasurer 



Richmond Hill 



Newmarket 



Georgina 



Aurora 



Vaughan 



Markham 



King 



Uxbridge 



Brock 



Metro Toronto 



A. Pollock, Works Department 

C. ling, Management Services 

J. Pickard, Commissioner of Finance 
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Toronto 



York 

East York 

Etobicoke 
Scarborough 
North York 



G. Patterson, Director of Fiancial Services 

A. Pollock, Manager of Waste Reduction 

T. Micheais, Waste Reduction 

S. Foster, Acting Assistant Mgr, Waste Reduction 

J. Warren, Commissioner of Environmental Services 

C. Alcantara, Cost Control Supervisor, Works Department 

D. Altman, Coordinator of Budgets, Planning and Policy 
S. Chamberland, Director of Budgets and Systems 

G. Garke, Treasurer 

C Rodrigo, Qerk 

R Benedetti-Qausser, Hnance Department 

C Hill, Finance Department 

E. French, Accounting & Budgets Coordinator 
E. Nichols, Treasurer 

D. Toimer, Recycling Co-ordiantor 

J. Thomas, Director of Operations 

H. Mohlmann, Recycling Manager 

A. Heniy, Systems & Administration 

M. Price, Commissioner of Works 

R. Gordon, Works Department 

L Turner, Budgets EKrector 

D. Tyagi, Director of Solid Waste Management 



OMMRI 

Waste Reduction OfiBce 
Municipal Affairs 



J. Hruska 

J. Lee 

A. Tossonyi, Economist - Municipal Finance Department 
K Rqjas, Economist - Municpal Finance Department 
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REGION OF DURHAM 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 



System 1: 


System 2: 


SysUm 3: 


Syslcm 4: 


System 5: 


System 6: 


Eibliiig 


Exkilng/CommlllAd 


DirtclCesl 


Expandn) Blve Box 


Wet/Diy 


Mlxtd Waste Processing 


Gart>age C«lfecti«n and Ptapoul 


Garhag* Colktllon and Disposal 


Gaibage Calkclioii and Dlspoul 


Gariwitc Celkcllon and DkpMal 


Gaifcage Calkcllon 


Garbage Collection and 
Dbposal 


• Curtnide collection of 


• Curbside collection of 


• Curbside collection of 


• Curbside collection of 


• Curbiide colkction of 




reiidenlial gaibage bom single 


residential gaibage from single 


residential garbage from single 


residential garbage from single 


residential waste from single 


• Curbside collection of 


bmUy dwellings by municipal 


family dwellings by municipal 


family dwellings by municipal 


family dwellings by municipal 


famify divelUna in three 


residential garbage from 


forces or contracton lo 


forces or contracton lo 


forces or contractors to 


forces or contractors lo 


Streams by specially destffted 


single family dwelhngs by 


municipilities 


municipalities 


municipalities 


municipalities 


trucks by municipal fortes or 


municipal forces or 


• Collection of residential 


• Collection of residential 


• Dinci cast system far garbage 


• Collection of residential 


contraclon lo munictpaliliei 


contractors lo municipalities 


garbage from multi-family 


garbage from multi-family 


cotteclion 


garbage from multi-family 


• Cotteclion of residential 


• Collection of residential 


uniu by myoicipal forces or 


units by municipal forces or 


• Collection of residential 


uniu by municipal forces or 


garbage from multi-family units 


garbage from multi-family 


private conlraclon 


private contractors 


garbage from multi-family 


private contractors 


in three streams by munic^l 


uniu by municipal forces or 


• Self haul of waste lo UndfiUs 


* Self haul of waste to landfitte 


uniu by municipal forces or 


• Self haul of waste to landfilb 


forces orprivaie contractors 


private contractors 


and transfer stations by 


and transfer stations by 


private contracton 


and transfer stations by . 


where feasible 


• Self haul of waste to landfUls 


resideatt 


residents 


• Self haul of waste to landfills 


residenu 


• Landfill bans on some items 


and transfer sUlions by 


• Landfill bans on some items 


• Landfill bans on some items 


and transfer stations by 


• Landfill bans on some items 


(e.g. recyclable materials, tires, 


residenu 


(e.g. recyclable materials, tires, 


(e.g. recyclable materials, tires, 


residents 


(e.g. reiTclable materials, tires. 


white goods, etc) with 


• Landfill bans on some items 


while goods, etc) with 


white goods, etc.) with 


• landfill bans on some items 


white goods, etc) with 


disposal surcharges and 


(e.g. recyclable materials, 


disposal surcharges and 


disposal surcharges and 


(e.g. recyclable materials, tires. 


disposal surcharges and 


rejection of some loads 


tires, white goods, etc) with 


rejection of some loads 


rejection of some loads 


white goods, etc) with 


rejection of some loads 


« Self haul of waste to landGUs 


disposal surcharges and 






disposal surcharges and 




and transfer stations by 


rejection of some loads 






rejection of some loads 




residents 
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TABLE 1 

REGION OF DURHAM 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(contiaued) 



Syslcm 1: 


S>BUm 2: 


System 3: 


System 4: 


System 5: 


SyaUm <: 


Krklino 




mmil Cast 


F^p.«lMl ma* Rai 


weimir 


MInifl WmI* PnuviHiIng 


RnldcnUal Rc«yclli« and 


RMldtntUI R«yclliig aiid 


RcaUentiil Recycling and 


R«*ldciitlal RtcycUng and 


ReahteDttal Recycling and 


Realdenllal RecycUng and 


CoUeclion 


CollKtion 


C«lkctlon 


Collection 


ColkcUoh 


CoDecllon 


• Curtuide collection of Blue 


• Expanaon of curbsUk 


• Expansion of curbside 


« Curbside collection of 


• Provide carts to all sin^ family 


• Bipaniion of curbside 


B<n material* from lingle 


collection of Blue Box materials 


coUectioD of Blue Bok 


Expanded Bbte Box materials 


houKholdi 


collection of Blue Bok 


Eiinily dweUings. Material! 


from sin^ famify dtvelUngi in 


material from tingle family 


incbiding plastics, (PET, rigid 


« Separation of waste into three 


materials from single bmily 


include ONP, OMG, 


same municipalilits to include 


dwellings in some 


plastic, botllei & tubes , fibn 


s^airts (wet, dry, and garbage) 


dweUings in some 


telephone direclorici, OCC, 


aU materials designated basic 


municipalities to include all 


plastic, foam plastic and rigid 


by the householder 


muDtcipalitief to include all 


PET, HOPE, glaia, ferroui^ 


Blue Box waste and at least 


materials designated basic 


trays ); paper fibre (ONP, 


* Expanded set of dry materials 


material* designated basic 


aluminum 


tmo materials designated as 


Blue Boh waste and at least 


OCC, boAoard, polycoat. 


to be collected, incbidaig 


Blue Box watte and at least 


• Collection of bini of 


supplementary Bhie Box waste 


two materials designated as 


phone books, magaiines and 


plastics, (PET, riffdplastic. 


two material* designated a* 


recyclablei from mulliCamily 


in the Sits Regulations 


■upplementaiy Blue B<s waste 


catalogues and mixed 


bottles A tubes , film plastic. 


supplementary Blue Bok 


unit! 


• CurbsUk cotUction of 


in the 3Rs Regulations 


household paper}; metal (steel 


foam plastic and rigid trays}; 


waste in the 3Ra Regula lions 




additional dry materials 


• Curbside collection (^increased 




paper fibre (ONP, OCC. 


• CuibtJde collection of 




• Recycling services at all 


ipianlities of dry materials 


frays and fail), clear and 


badmard, polycoat, phone 


additional diy material* 




muhi-famify bitildingi with 6 or 


foUowing implementation o/ 


cdoured ^lass and textiles 


books, magaiines and 


• Recycling services at all 




more units (3Rs Regulations) 


Direct Cost system for garbage 


• Recycling services for full range 


catalogues and mixed 


mulU-Camily building* with 6 




• Collection of bii» of 


collection 


of EjqHtnded Blue Box 


household paper); metal (steel 


or more unit* 




recyclablei from multi-family 


• Recycling services at all 


materials at alt mubi-famify 


and abtm^tim carts, abiminum 


• Collection of bins of 




unit! 


multi-bmily buildings with 6 


buildings with 6 or more units 


trtiys andfitU), cleat and 


recyclable* bvm multi-fami^ 






or more units 


• Collection of bins of recyclables ' 


coburtd ^ass and tej3iles 


units 




' • 


• Collection of bins of 


(collecting all Expanded Bbie 


• Recycling services at all 




» 




recyclables from multi-family 


Bca materials) from 


multi-Eamify buildings with 6 






i. - 


units 


mubi-famify units 


or more units 






^ 




• Odkctian of bins of recyclables 
(collecting all Expanded Bbte 
Box mttleriab) from 
multi-family units 


• Large bins provided h the 

muUi-fimily buUdingi. 
Residents will be encouraged to 
separate their waste inio three 






• ■ 




■ - 


separate bag^ 
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TABLE 1 

REGION OF DURHAM 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



System 1; 



Rccidcnlbl RKfcling Dcpoto 
•nd Transrer Stetkm 

• Drop-oCT depot* for 
multi-fjmily residenti not 
■erviced by iccycling 

• Drop-off depot for rural 
householdt 

• Drop~oCf depot* for 
recycUbtet ((crap meul, 
batteriei, bniih, drywall, 
HHW, tire., OCC and 
textile!) 

• Depota located at tnmfer 
atatioDt to provide recycling 
opporlunitiei fo lelf-haul 
genera ton 



System 2: 
F^<i..B/r.n....lit«l 



Rcsidciitlai Recycling Depots 
•nd TniKfer Stations 

• Drop-off depots for 
multi-family reaidentt not 
■erviced by recycling 

• Drop -off depot for rural 
householdi 

• Drop-off depot! for 
recyclablei (icrap metal, 
batteriei, brush, diywatl, 
HHW, tires, OCC and 
lexlilei) 

• DepoU located at tranifer 
ita lions to provide recycling 
opportunities to self-haul 
generators 



Rtstdcnitel Leaf and Yard Waste 
CoUecllon 

• Seasonal ctitbtlde collection of 
leaf and yard waste 

• Drop-off depots for leaf and 
yard watte 



RMMcntlBl Leaf and Yard Waste 
Collection 

• Seasonal curbside collection of 
leaf and yard waste 

• Drop-off depots for leaf and 
yard waste 



System 3: 
ni»,rl TMt 



Realdenltal Recycling Depots 
and Transfer StaHons 

• Drop-oS depota for 
multi-family residents not 
serviced by recycling 

• Drop-off depot for rural 
households 

• Drop-off depots for 
recyclables (scrap metal, 
batteries, brush, diywall, 
HHW, tires, OCC and 
textiles) 

• DepoU located at transfer 
stations to provide recycling 
opportunities to self-haul 
generators 



System 4: 
R*l»nrf«l KIm Hoi 



Resldenltel Leaf and Yard Waste 
CoDKlion 

• Seasonal curbside collection of 
leaf and yard waste 

* Drop-off depots for leaf and 
yard waste 



Resldenltel Recycling Depote 
and Transfer SUtloiis 

• Diop-off depots for multi-famify 
ntutenu not serviced by 
recycling (collecting alt 
Eipanded Blue Box materials) 

• Drop-off depot for rural 
households (effecting all 
Expanded Blue Box maierialsf 

• Drop-off depot) for 
recyclables (scrap metal, 
batteries, brush, diywall, 
HHW, tires, OCC and 
textiles) 

• Depota located it transfer 
italioas to provide recycling 
opportunities to self-haul 
generators 



System S: 



Residential Leaf and Yard Waste 
Collection 

• Seasonal curbside collection of 
leaf and yard waste 

• Drop-off depots for leaf and 
yard waste 



Resldenltel RecycUng Depote 
and Transfer Stetiona 

• Drop-off depots for 
multi-famity residents not 
serviced by recycling 

• Drop-off depot for rural 
households 

• Dropoff depots for 
recyclables (scrap metal, 
batteries, brush, diywsll, 
HHW, tires, OCC and 
ttstiles) 

• Depots located at transfer 
stations to provide recycling 
opportunities to self-haul 
generators 



RtsMenttel Leaf and Yard Waste 
CelkclloB 

• Collection of leaf and yard 
waste as part of three stream 
pick-up 

« Separate brush collection 

• Drop-off depots for leaf and 
yard watte 



System 6; 
MfaeJ Waste ProeeMlng 



RcsldeMtel Recycling Depote 
and Transfer Stations 

• Drop-off depots for 
multi-family residents not 
■erviced by recycling 

• Drop -off depot for rural 
households 

• Drop-off depots for 
recyclables (scrap metal, 
batteries, brush, diywall, 
HHW, tires, OCC and 
lextUes) 

• Depots located at transfer 
stations to provide recycling 
opportunities to self-haul 
generators 



Resldentbl Leaf and Yard 
Waste Colkctten 

• Seasonal curtiside collection 
of leaf and yard waste 

• Drop-off depots for leaf and 
yard waste 
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TABLE 1 

REGION OF DURHAM 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



System 1: 


System 2: 


System 3: 


System 4: 


System 5: 


System &. 


t<!ikllng 


FTlB<lii<i/rnminitl>d 


l>lTff t CiMit 


Rx|ianded Bloe Rni 


Wel/nnr 


Mixed Wast* PmcMisli^ 


RMidenlUI UoDsebold 


Residential Hoaschoid 


Residential Hoasehold 


Residential Hoasehold 


Restdenttal Honsebold 


Residential HoBsehold 


Composllng 


Composling 


Composting 


Composting 


Composting 


Composthtg 


• Backyard composler 

distribution programs (22,450 


• Backyard composter 


• Door to door dtstributkm of 


• Door to door distribution of 


• Door to door distribution of ■ 


• Door to dnor dtsiribution of 


distribution programs (26,450 


backyard composters to 80% of 


backyard composters to 80% of 


backyard composters to 80% of 


backytad composters to 80% 


compostert by end of 1992) 


composteis by end of 1992) 


tingle famify housiholds 


sin^ famify fiousekolds 


single famify households 


ofsin^ famify households 


♦ Limiled community 


• Limited community 


• Largi 3-bin composting units 


• Large 3-bin composting units 


* Large 3-bin composting units 


* Large 3-bin composting units 


composting 


composting 


distributed to apartment and 


distributed to apartment and 


distribtited to apartment and 


distributed io apartment and 


• Limited vennicomposting 


• Umiled vermicomposting 


co-<:perative housing complexes 


co-operative housing complexes 


co-operative housing complexes 


co-cperativt housing 


• 4,000 planned (cap budget) 




• Promotion of vermicomposting 


• Promotion of vermicomposting 


• Promotion of vermicomposting 


complexes 




. 


to multi-famify units 


to multi-famify units 


to multi-famify units 


• Promotion of 






■ Promotion of community 


* Promotion of community 


• Promotion of community 


vermicomposting to 


■-• 


,T 


composting 


composting 


composting 


mulii-farttffy units 
* Pre»noiion of community 
composting 


Other Rcstdendal Waste 


Other RtsMtntial Waste 


Other ResMenlial Waste 


Other Residential Waste 


Other Residential Waste 


Other ResidentUI Waste 


Dtvtriilon {HHW, Toxk Tud, 


Diversian (HHW, T«zk Taxi, 


Diversion (HHW, toxic Taxi, 


Diversion (HHW, Toxic Taxi, 


Diversion (HHW, Toxic Taxi, 


Dtrersion (HHW, Toxic Taxi, 


White Goods Colkctktii, While 


Whit* Gtwds Collection, White 


White Goods Coiicclion, White 


White Goods Collection, White 


White Goods , ete.) 


White Goods Coiicclion, White 


Goods Drop-Off etc.) 


Goods Drop-Off etc.) 


Goods Drop-on etc.) 


Goods Drop-Off etc) 


• Special cuibside coUeclions of 


Goods OpypOtt etc) 


* Special curbside collections of 


• Special curbside collections of 


• Special curbside collections of 


• Special curbside coUections of 


. Christmas trees 


• Special curbside collection 


Christmas trees 


Christmas trees 


Christmas trees 


Christmas trees 


• Permanent drop-off depots for 


of ChiTstmas trees 


♦ Permanent drop-off depots for 


• Permanent drop-off depots for 


• Permanent drop-off depots for 


* Permanent drop-off depots for 


household hazardous waste 


• Permanent dtop-off depots 


household hazardous waste 


household hazardous waste 


household hazardous waste 


household hazardous waste 


(HHW) at Block West 


for household hazardous 


(HHW) at Broclt West 


(HHW) at Brock West 


(HHW) at Brock West 


(HHW) at Brock West 


Landfitl, and Scugog and 


waste (HHW) at Brock 


Landfill, and Scugog and 


LandGII, and Scugog and 


Landfill, and Scugog and 


LandGII, and Scugog and 


Oshawa transfer stations 


West Landfill, and Scugog 


Oshawa transfer stations 


Oshawa transfer stations 


Oshawa transfer stations 


Oshawa transfer stations 




and Oshawa transfer stations 


• ToKic Taxi service 












(discontinued in Fall 1992) 












CompoBtlng Facilities 


Composting FacUtlies. 


Composlhig FaciUtles 


Composting Facilities 


Composting Facilities ' 


Composlh^ Facilities 


• Centralized windrow 


• Centralized windrow 


• Centralized windrow 


* Centralized windrow 


• Existing centralized windrow 


• Centralized windrow 


composting of leaf and yard 


composting of leaf and yard 


composting of leaf and yard 


composting of leaf and yard 


leaf and yard waste 


composting of leaf and yard 


waste 


waste 


waste 


waste 


composting facilities may be 
closed 


waste 
• New mixed waste processing 




i 






• Central composting facility (in 


and composting facility 




J 


. 




vessel) for composting of source 
separated househM arganics 












(wet stream) and leaf and yard 
waste 
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TABLE 1 

REGION OF DURHAM 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



System li 


Sjntcm 2: 


Syttcm 3: 


Syslcm 4: 


System St 


SytUmta 


FVkliiM 


Rlkllns/TAmnaMtHl 




l!yp>tuiMl Bine Bar 


Wcl/Dty 




R«mc Ccnlm ■nd AclMtIc* 


RcBM Ccnlm and AtlMtlM 


Rt«M Ccntna and ActMltca 


Rent* Cfnlrca and ActMtkf 


Rea« Centre* and AclMtka 


Reaac Centre* and Aclhrltk* 


• Goodwill inilen ihioughoul 


• Goodwill trailers throughout 


• Goodwill trailen throughout 


• Goodwill trailers throughout 


• Goodwill traUets throughout 


• Goodwill Iraileti throughout 


region 
• Attended donition centre il 


region 
• Attended donation centre at 


region 
• Attended donation centre at 


region 
• Attended donation centre at 


region 
• Attended donation oenti« at 


region 
« Attended donation centre at 


Riilon Innifer itation 


Rtslon transfer station . 


Riston transfer station 


Riston transfer sution 


Rixlon transfer sUtion 


Riston transfer station 


MSFi 


MRFa 


MRFa 


MRFa 


MRF* 


MRFs 


• One pFocening centre (MR[\) 


• One processing centre (MRF) 


• One processing centre (MRF) 


• One processing centre (MRF) 


• Processing centre (MRF) for 


• One prooesaing centre 


for diy recydiblcf collected 


for dry recyclablet collected 


for diy recyclables collected 


tbr diy recyclables collected 


dry lecyclabks collected from 


(MRF) for diy recyclables 


Crom the retidenlUl (and 


bom the residential (and 


from the residential (and 


&om the residential (and 


the residential (and minor 


collected from the 


minor imounti from the 


minor amounu from, the 


minor amounts from the 


minor amounts &om the 


amounts from the 


residential (and minor 


commercial/ inititutional) 


commercial/ institutional) 


commercial/ institutional) 


commercial/ institutional) 


commerdal/inititutional) 


amounts from the 


lector. Owned by the 


sector. Owned by the 


sector. Owned by the 


sector. Owned by the 


sector. Owned by the 


commercial/ iiutilutional) 


municiptlity and operated by 


municipality and operated by 


municipality and operated by 


municipality and <^rated by 


municipality and operated by 


sector. Owned by the 


municipal itaff 


municipal staff 


municipal staff 


municipal staff 


municipal or contracton' 


municipality and operated 


• Conslmct txw MRP to handle 


• Improvemenla/espansion to 


• Construct new MRF, la process 


• Construct new MRF, to process 


staff 


by municipal suff 


20-ytia n<panments 


the existing regional MRF 


larger stream of Ay recyclables 


larger stream of dry recyclables 


• Construct ntw MRF, to process 


• Conitrucr new MRF to 


• Cleat exbiing MRF ¥t>hen new 


• Construct new MRF to handle 


• Close emtmg MRF itJtm new 


• Close existing MRF when new 


larger d^ stream of rtcyclabks 


process larger stream s^ Ay 


MRF conifructed 


20-year requiremenia 


MRF constructed 


MRF constmcted 


• Close existing MRF when ntw 


recyclables 




• Cka* easing MRF when new 






MRF constmcted 


• Close existing MRF when new 




MRF constructed 








MRF constructed 


Rntdcnlhl Pnnnlhin and 


RcaldcnlUI Piomolioo and 


Rnkkallal Framotlon and 


Rcatdtnllal Pron»th>B and 


Reaidential Promotion and 


Reaideiltlal rromollon and 


Education 


EdacatloQ 


Ednaliod 


Edacaihm 


Education 


Edacalion 


« 3R< {uomotion and education 


• 3Rs pttMnotion and education 


• 3Ra promotion and education 


• 3Rs promotion and education 


a 3Ra promotion and education 


• 3Ri promotion and 


program, focused on the 


program, focused on the 


program, focused on the 


program, focused on the 


program, focused on the 


education program, focused 


reiidentlal (ector, including 


residential sector, including 


residential sector, including 


residential sector, including 


residential sector, including 


on the residential sector, 


home composting video 


home composting video 


home composting video 


home composting video 


home composting video 


including home oompoaling 


• Consumer education program 


• Consumer education program 


• Consumer education program 


• Consumer education program 


• Consumer educalicm program 


video 


to reduce waste genenlion. > 


to rediice waale generation, 


to reduce waste generation, 


to reduce waste generation. 


to reduce waste generation, 


• Consumer education 


includes video*, poaten, 


includes videos, posten, 


includes videos, posters. 


includes videos, posters, 


includes videos, postett, 


program to reduce waste 


calendar!, psmphleti. 


calendars, pamphlets, 


calendars, pamphlctSi 


calendars, pamphlets, 


calendars, pamphlets. 


generation, includes videos. 


advertise menla'etc 


advettitemenli etc. 


advertisements etc. 


advertisements etc 


advertisements etc 


posters, calendars, 






• 3R3 promotion aitd education 


• 3Rs promotion and education 


• 3Rs promotion and education 


pamphlets, advertiseUenls 


■:« 




prograrrt, focused an source 




proffom, focused on source 


etc 




, ' 


reduction, pre-cyc^^ reuse and 


reduction, pit-cycling reuse and 


itduction, pre-cycHn^ reuse and 


• 3Rs promotion and eAtcotion 






recycling 


recycUag 


recycling 


propam, focused on source 






• Promothn/educalian pro-am 


• Promotion/education progptm 


a PTomatianleducaaon program 


reduction, prt-cyctai^ reuse 






an dbvct cost system 


on Expanded Bbie Bai 
propam 


for wttjdrf system 


and recycling 
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TABLE 2 

METRO TORONTO 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 



System 1: 


Syslcm 2: 


SyaUm 3: 


System 4: 


System 5: 


System 6: 


Eikllng 


Exfellng^Commltled 


DlreclCost 


Expanded Blue Box 


Wel/Diy 


Mixed Watte Rrocccati« 


GariMge Colkction and Dtapeul 


Gaibngt Collection and Dhiwsal 


Garbage Colkctloii and Dtapoaai 


Garbage CoUcctlOD Mtd Disposal 


Garbage CoUection and DhpOMi 


Garbage CoUection and Dkpoaal 


• Cuibside collection of 


• Curbiide collection of 


• Cuibside collection of 


• Cuibside collection of 


• Cuibside coUtction of 


« Curbside collection of 


reaidentUI giibige from gingle 


residential garbage from single 


residential garbage from single 


residential garbage from smgle 


resUeniial waste from sing/e 


residential garbage from single 


family dwellingi 


family dwellings 


family dwellings 


family dwellings 


fam^ dweUingi in three 


family dwellbgs 


• CoUeciion of rettdential 


• CoUeciion of residential 


• Collection of residential 


• Collection of residential 


streams by specially desiffted 


• Collection of residential 


gittiage from muUi-firoJIy 


garbage from multi-family 


garbage from multi-family 


gaibage from multi-family 


trucks 


gaibage from multi-family 


uniti by municipal force* or 


units by municipal forces or 


units by municipal force* or 


units by mitnicipal forces or 


• CoUection of residential 


unit* by municipal force* or 


private contractor 


private contractor! 


private contractors 


private contractors 


garbage from multi-family units 


private contracton 


• Self-haul of waitc to landfilb 


• Self-haul of waste to landfilk 


• Direct cast sfsum for garbage 


• Self-haul of waste to landBUs 


in three streams by municipal 


• Self -haul of waste to landfill* 


and tranafer ttations by 


and transfer stations by 


coltectkm from househoUb 


and transfer station* by 


farces or private contractors. 


and transfer station* by 


rcaidenti 


residents 


cuTTtntfy serviced by municipal 


residenu 


where ftasS)le 


residenta 


• LjndriU bans on >ome ilemt 


• Landfill bans on some items 


forces 


• Landfill ban* on aome items 


• Self-haul of waste to laDdfillx 


• Landfill bans on some items 


(e.g. recyclable material, tirea, 


(e.g. recyclable material*, tires, 


• Self-haul of waste to laodfUis 


(e.g. recyclable materials, tires. 


and transfer station* by 


(e.g. reqMable material*, tires, 


white goods, etc) with 


while goods, etc) with 


and transfer stations by 


white goods, etc) with 


resident* 


white goods, etc) with 


disposal surcharges and 


disposal surcharges and 


residents 


dispoul surcharges and 


• Landfill bans on some items 


disposal surcharges and 


rejection of some. loads 


rejection of some loads 


• LandGIl bans on some items 
(e.g. recyclable materials, tires, 
white goods, etc.) with 
disposal surcharges and 
rejection of *ome loads 


rejection of some loads 


(e.g. re<^lable materials, tiiei, 
' white goods, etc) vinlh 
disposal surchaijes and 
rejection of aome load* 


rejection of some loads 
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TABLE 2 

METRO TORONTO 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(contlDUed) 



SjnUin 1: 



RcstdentUI RMjrcHng and 
CoDecUoB 

• Curbiide ooUeclion of Blu« 
BcK mileritit from (ingle 
ftmily dwellingf tnd (ome 
■partmcnt buildinfi. Typical 
mtteruk include ONP, OCC, 
telephone directohei, 
migazinei, PET, HOPE, glm, 
femnu, aluminum 

• CoUection of bint of 
Fecyclable* from malti-lamily 
unite 



SytUmii 

p>p«.<liH/r«mmlllwt 



Raidcntlal RccTcHng and 
CoUccUen 

• Expantion ofcurbtuk 
ct^ciion ofBbie Box materiois 
fiom single famify dtveUingt in 
some municipalitia to mehide 
alt maltriab des^fiMed basic 
Bhu Bex waste and at least 
two materials desolated as 
supplemeniaiy Bbte Bca waste 
in the JA> ItefftJaikms 

• Curbside eotkcaon c^ 
addiiional Jy materials 

• Rec/cling services at aB 
mubi'fimtify buSSiff with 6 or 
mare units (3Ri Rtfftlations) 

• Collection of bint qf 
rccycUblet &om multi-tamily 
uniti 

• Some additional recycling 
service to mubi'fitmify uttiis 



S]Pilcm3: 



RHidenlial RtcycUnR and 
CollMlion 

• ^paiuion of cuibiide 
collection of Blue BoK 
mateiuk fivm tingle family 
dwelling* in tome 
municipalitiei to include all 
material! designated batic 
Blue BoK watte and at letit 
two materiib detignated at 
■upplementaiy Blue BoK watte 
in the 3R« Regulatkuu 

• Cuibtide collection of 
additional diy materiak 

• Recycling lervicet at all 
multi-familjr building* with 6 
or more unitt 

• Collection of bint of 
recyclablei from multi-family 
units 



Syalam 4: 
Eipandtd Blue Boi 



Rcaldcallal Recycling and 
CoUcclfen 

« Curbside collection of 
Ei^anded Blue Box maieriab 
mckding plastics, (PET, rigA 
plastic, books A tubes , f£n 
plastic, foam plastic arid rigid 
trays >; paper fibre (ONP, 
OCC, bcabaard, pofycoat, 
phone books, magazmes and 
calalopies and mixed 
hausehoUi paper); metal (steel 
and abimmum cans, abtminum 
troys andfixl), clear and 
cdourcd glass and textiles 

• Recycling services for fitU range 
<^ Expanded Blue Box 
materials at all multi-family 
buiUSngt wi^ 6 or more touts 

m CoOection of bins of recyclabks 
(collecting aU Ei^anded Bbte 
Box materials) fwm 
multi-famify units 

• CoUection cabins of recyclabks 
(cotteeting all expanded blue 
box maieriab) fiom 
muUi-famify units 



Syttam 5; 



Rcatdcntbl Recycling and 
ColleclloD 

• Provide carts to aU single famify 

• Separation of waste mto rAiv< 
Meams (wet, dry and garbage) 
by the householder 

• Expanded set of dry materials 
to be collected, incbtding 
plastics, (PET, HffdpUMie, 
bottles A tubes , film plaaic, 
foam plasik and ripd »ays ); 
paper fOm (ONP, OCC, 
boodxMsrd, pofycoat, phone 
books, magazines and 
calalopies and mixed 

. household paper); melpt (steel 
and aiimbitan cans, abanimmt 
trays and foU), ckar and 
coloured glass and textiles 

• Recycling tervicet at all 
multi-fiimily building* with 6 
or more unttt 

• Large bins provided in the 
garbage management area of 

■ muUi-family buHdinff, where 
space permits. Residenis wiU 
be encouraged to separate their 
waste into three separate bags 



Sjnlen 6: 



RwtdeBllal R*«yclli« and 
CoOtcllon 

• Expantion of cuibtide 
collection of Blue Bon 
material* from tingle family 
dwelling* in tome 
■sunicipalitiet to include all 
material! detignated batic 
Blue Bm watte and at leait 
two materiak detignated a* 
tupplementaiy Blue Bok watte 
In the 3Rt Regulationt 

• Cuibtide collection of 
additional diy materiak 

• Recycling teivicet at all 
multi-family buildingt with 6 
or more unit* 

• Collection of bini of 
recyclable* from multi-bmily 
unit* 

• Some additional reckling 
lervice to multi-family unit* 
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TABLE 2 
METRO TORONTO 
RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 
(continued) > 



System 1; 



Rtstdenlbl Recrcllng Depots 
and Transfer StattoiK 

« Drop-ofI depot for dry 
recycbblet (including all 
banned materials) at tandGlls 

• Etepots located at transfer 
sutioiis to provide recycling 
opportunities to telf-haul 
generators 

• Igloos and domes provide 
opportunities to recycle in 
public areas 

• Drop-off depots (or 
multi-family residents not 
serviced by recycling 

• E>epot« for voluntary recycling 
by residents (e.g.Scarborough) 



Sysltm 2: 
B;ri.»ng/r«n.mMt*d 



Rtsidcntlai Leaf and Yard Wast* 
CollMtlan 

• Seasonal cucbside collection of 
leaf and yard waste 



Residential RecycUng Depots 
and Ttawter SUItons 

• Drop-off depot for dry 
recyctables (including all 
banned materials) at landfllis 

• Depots located at transfer 
stations to provide recycling 
opponunities to self-haul 
genera Ion 

• Igloos and domes provide 
opportunities to recycle in 
public areas 

• Drop -off depots for 
multi-family residents not 
serviced by recycling 

• Depots for voluntary recycling 
by residents (e.g.Scaiborougli) 



Residential Leaf and Yard Waste 
Collection 

• Seasonal cutbslde collection of 
leaf and yard waste 

• New kaf and yard waste 
bunkers at transfer stations 
(1994 capital budget) 



System 3: 
Dlr«t Cost 



Residential RccycUng Depots 
and Transfer Stations 

• Drop-ofT depot for diy 
recyclables (including all 
banned materials) at landfills 

• Depots located at transfer 
stations to ptxwide recycling 
opportunities to self-haul 
generators 

• Igloos and domes provide 
opportunities to recycle in 
public areas 

• Drop-off depots for 
multi-family residents not 
serviced by recycling 

• Depots for voluntaiy recycling 
by residents (e.g.Scarborough) 



Residenlial Leaf and Yard Waste 
Collection 

• Seasonal cutbslde collection of 
leaf and yard waste 

• New leaf and yard waste 
bunkers at transfer stations 
(1994 capital budget) 



System 4: 
Kxpanded Blue Box 



Residential Recycling Depots 
and Transfer SlallonB 

• Drop-off depot for dty 
recyclables (including all 
banned materia Is) at landGlh 

• Depots located at transfer 
stations to provide recycling 
opportunities to self-haul 
generators (collecting oil 
Expanded Bke Box materials) ■ 

• Igloos and domes provide 
opportunities to recycle in 
public areas 

• Drop-f^ depots for multi-famify 
residents not serviced by 
recycling forfuO range of 
E^tanded Blue Box materials 

• Depots for voluntary recycling 
by residents (e.g.ScaiborQUgh) 



Residential Leaf and Yard Waste 
Collection 

• Seasonal cutbside collection of 
leaf and yard waste 

* New leaf and yard waste 
bunkeis at transfer stations 
(1994 capital budget) 



System 5: 
Wetfl>rv 



Residential Recycling Depots 
and Transfer Stations 

• Drop-off depot for diy 
recyclables (including all 
banned matenals) at landGlls 

• Depots located at transfer 
stations to provide recycling 
opportunities to self-haul 
generators (collecting all 
Expanded Blue Baa materials) 

• Igloos and domes provide 
opportunities to recycle in 
public areas 

• Drop-off depots for 
multi-family residents not 
serviced by recycling 

• Depots for voluntary recycling 
by residents (e.g Scarborough) 



Residential Uaf and Yard WasU 
Collection 

• Collection of leaf and yard 
waste as part cf three stream 
pick-up 

• Separate brush coUectitm 

• New leaf and yard waste 
bunkers at transfer stations 
(1994 capital budget) 



System 6: 
Mhed Waste Protesiilny 



Residential Recycling Depots 
and Transfer Stations 

• Drop-off depot for diy 
recyclables (including all 
banned matenals) at landfills 

• Depots located at transfer 
stations to provide recycling 
opportunities to self-haul 
generators 

• Igloos and domes provide 
opportunities to recycle in 
public areas 

• Drop-off depots for 
multi-family residents not 
serviced by recycling 

• Depots for voluntary recycling 
by residents (e.g. Scarborough) 



Residential Uat and Yaid Waste 
Collection 

* Seasonal cuibside collection of 
leaf and yard waste 

• New leaf and yard waste 
bunkers at transfer stations 
(1994 capiul budget) 
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TABLE 2 

METRO TORONTO 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



SysUm 1: 


SysUml: 


System 3: 


S>stcm 4: 


System 5: 


System £: 


Rvkling 


FihlliBi/r»"""W<»'t 


Dlrccl Cost 


Expanded Blae Bsi 


Weimrr 


Mli«l W«k PiMessIni 


RcsMenltal Hoawbold 


ResMcntUI Hoasehold 


Residential Uooschold 


Residential HoasehoM 


Residential Hoasehold 


Residenttol Hoasehold 


Composling 


CompoBtlnti 


Composling 


Composlfa^ 


Composling 


Composting 


• Backyard compoilcr 


• Backyard composter 


• rtonr to door dismbution of 


• Door to door distribution of 


• Pnor to door distribution of 




diitribution programs (105,000 


disttibution programs (105,000 


backyard composters to 80% of 


baelcyard composters to 80% of 


backyard composters to 80% o/ 


backyard composurs to 80% of 


uniti to dale) 


units to date) 


singU famify houtehoUb 


sin^ family households 


mgfe family households 


single family households 


• Sale of 3-bin uniU to some 


• Distribution of an oddiiUmal 


. * Large 3-bin composting units 


• Large 3-bin composting units 


• Large 3-bin composling units 


• Large 3-bin composting units 


multi-family dweUings at $150 


1S,000 to 20.000 bochfard 




disffUmted to apartment and 


disBribuied to apartment and 


distributed to apartment and 


each (25 uniU by end of 1992) 




to-optrativt housing eompkxes 


co-operative housing complexes 


co-operative housing complexes 


co-operative housing complexes 


• Limited community 


diitribultd by Metro to 


• Promotion of vermicomposting 


• Promaiion of vermicomposting 


on a voluntory basis 


• Promotion of vermicomposting 


composting 


between 120,000 and 125,000 


to multi-famUy units 


to multi-famify units 


• Promotion of vermicomposting 


to multi-famify units 


• Limited vermicomposting 


• Sale of 3-bin units to some 


• Promotion of community 


• Promotion of community 


to multi-famify units 


• Promotion of community 




multi-family dwelUngi at.SlSO 


composting 


composting 


• Promotion of commitnity 


composting 




each (25 unite by end of 1992) 






composting 






• Additional community 












composting 


- 






, 




• Additional vermicomposting 










Other RuldcatUI Watte 


Other Residential Waste 


Other ResMenllal Waste 


Other RcsMentlal Waste 


Other Rcsidentlsl Waste 


Other Residential Waste 


Dhtnlon (HHW, T«ilc Tul, 


Dtveialon (HHW, Toik Tari, 


Direnion (HHW, Toxic Tail, 


DInrslon (HHW, Toxk Taxi, 


DIveislon (HHW, Toxic Tail, 


Direnion (UUW, Toxk Taxi, 


While Goods Colkttkxi, White 


While Coods Cotkttlon, White 


WhiU Goods Collection, White 


WUU Goods ColkcHon, White 


While Goods Collection, White 


While Goods, elc) 


Gooda Drop-Oft etc.) 


Goods Drop-Off etc) 


Goods Drop-Otr etc.) 


Goods Drap-OIT elc) 


Goods Dropoff elc.) 


• Special curbside coUections of 


• Special curtjaide colkclions of 


• Special cuttjside coltections of 


• Special curbside collections of 


• Special curbside collections of 


• Special cuttside collections of 


Christmas trees 


Christmas trees 


Christmas trees 


Christmas trees 


Christmas trees 


Christmas trees 


• Cuibside collection of while 


* Curt>side collection of white 


• Curbside collection of white 


• Curbside collection of white 


• Curbside collection of while 


• Curbside coUeclion of white 


goods 


goods 


goods 


goods 


goods 


goods 


• Drop-off depots for white 


• Drop-off depota for white 


• Dropoff depots for white 


• Drop-off depots for white 


• Drop-off depots for white 


• Drop-off depots for while 


goods 


goods 


goods 


goods 


goods 


goods 


• Ten (10) permanent drop-off 


• Ten (10) pennanent drop-off 


• Ten (10) pennanent drop-off 


• Ten (10) permanent drop-off 


• Ten (10) permaneDt drop-off 


• Ten (10) permanenl drop-oS 


depou for HHW (8 in Metro, 


depots for HHW (8 in Metro, 


depots for HHW (8 in Metro, 


depots for HHW (S in Metro, 


depots for HHW (8 in Metro, 


depoU for HHW (8 in Metro, 


1 at Keele VaUey LandCU, one 


1 at Keele VaUey UndOU, one 


1 at Keele VaUey Landfill, one 


1 at Keele VaUey Landfill, one 


1 at Keele VaUey LandGU, one 


1 at Keele Valley LandGII, one 


at Brock Road West landfilL) 


at Brock Road West UndGlL) 


at Brock Road VVest landfilL) 


at BixKk Road West landGU.) 


at Brock Road West landGL) 


. at Brock Road West landfilL) 


• Two Towic Taxis 


• Two ToKic Taxis 


• Two TcKic Taxis 


• TVto Tojtic Taxis 


• Two ToKic Taxis 


• Two Tocic Taxis 
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TABLE 2 

METRO TORONTO 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



Sysltm 1: 



Composting Facilities 

• Centralized windrow 

cotopoating of leaf and yard 
wane in North York (3 aites), 
Scarborough (1 lile), 
Etobicoke (1 «ite), and at 
Keele Valley (Metro operated 
Avondale Site) 



RcDM Ctntrta and Acllvlttcs 

• Goodi exchange dayi 

• Charitable reuie ceolnes run 
-by tocial lervjce organizationa 
(GoodwiJI, Salvation Anny, 
etc.) 

• Food reuse organization ((uch 
aa Second Hatveit) 

• Re-Uze Centre in 
Scarborough 



System 2: 
F.wt.tlng/rammltlMl 



Composting Facilities 

• Centralized windrow 
composting of leaf and yard 
waste in North York (3 »ite«), 
Scarborough (I site), 
Etobicoke (1 site), and at 
Keele Valley (Metro operated 
Avondale Site) 



Reoae Centres and Actiritles 

• Goods exchange dayt 

• Charitable leuie cetilrei run 
by locial service organizations 
(Goodwill, Sahfation Army, 
etc.) 

• Food reuse organization (luch 
as Second Harvest) 

• Re-Uze Centre in 
Scarborough 



System 3: 
Direct CosI 



Composting FaclUltes 

• Centralized windrow 
composting of leaf and yard 
waste in North York (3 sites), 
Scarborough (1 site), 
Etobicoke (1 site), and at 
Keele Valley (Metro operated 
Avondale Site) 



Rens* Centres and AcllrllleB 

« Goods exchange days 

• Charitable reuse centres run 
by social service organizations 
(Goodwill, Salvation Anny, 
etc) 

• Food reuse organization (such 
as Second Harvest) 

• Re-Uze Centre in 
Scarborough 



System 4t 
IJ^nanded Bl»e Boi 



Compostim FaclUlles 

• Centralized windrow 
composting of leaf and yard 
waste in North York (3 sites), 
Scaiborough (1 site), 
Etobicoke (1 site), and at 
Keele Valley (Metro operated 
Avondale Site) 



ReoK Centres and AclMlles 

• Goods exchange days 

• Charitable reuse centres run 
by social service organizations 
(Goodwill, Sah/ation Army, 
etc.) 

• Food reuse organization (nic.h 
as Second Harvest) 

• Re-Uze Centre in 
Scarborough 



SysUmS: 



Compeoting FacUHIes 

• Existing centralized windrow 
leaf and yard waste 
composting facilities may b« 
ckMed 

• One new central compotting 
facility (in-vesiel) with a 
eapacitf topmcest all 
household orgmica and leaf 
and yard waslei 



Rensc Centres and Acliviltes 

• Goods exchange days 

• Chaiitabie reuse centret run 
by social service organizations 
(Goodwill, SaNalion Army, 
etc). 

• Food reuse organization (such 
as Second Harvest) 

• Re-Uze Centre in 
Scarborough 



System et 
Mixed Wiile PiMesalny 



Compoclii^ Facllltlta 

• Centralized windrow 
composting of leaf and yard 
waste in North York (3 sites), 
Scarborough (1 site), 
Etobicoke (1 site), and at 
Keele Valley (Metro operated 
Avondale Site) 

• Tm> new mixed waste 
processing and compoiling 
facUilies 



Re«M Centres and Aclhrltie* 

• Goods exchange days 

• Charitable reuse centres run 
by social service organizationa 
(Goodwill, Salvation Army, 
etc.) 

• Food reuse organization (such 
as Second Harvest) 

• Re-Uze Centre in 
Scarborough 
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TABLE 2 

METRO TORONTO 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



Syttcm 1: 


SyaUm 1: 


System 3: 


System 4: 


Syatem 5; 


Syatein 6: 


RikltfM 


FTklilM/rnmmltlrfl 


DlnctCMt 


ExpandMi BIh Bos 


Weimry 


Mli«l WMl. PrMtaalnt 


r<*WHi^ . 

MRPs 


MBFa 


MRFb 


MRF. 


MRFa 


MRFa 


• QUNO MRF on 


• QUNO MRF on 


• QUNO MRF on 


• QUNO MRF on 


• QUNO MRF on 


• QUNO MRF on 


Commiuionen Street, which 


Comminionert Street, which 


Commisaionen Street, which 


Commissioners Street, which 


Commissioner Street, which 


Commissioners Street, which 


proccued fibrei and conuiner 


procesaet fibres 


processes fibres 


processes fibres 


processes fibres 


processes fibres 


maleriali under contract to 


• CRinc MRF on 


• CRinc MRF on 


• CRinc MRF on 


• CRinc MRF on 


• CRinc MRF on 


Metro in 1992. Operation 


Commiraionen Street 


Commiasionen Street 


Commiuionen Street 


Commisaioners Street 


Commissioners Street 


changed in 1993 to process 


processes container ttiaterials 


processes container materials 


processes container materials 


processes container materials 


processes container materials 


fibre* only 


(plastic, meuls, and gtau). 


(plastic meuls, and glass). 


(plastic meUls, and glass). 


(plastic, meuK and glass). 


(plastic, metals, and glass). 


• CRinc MRF on 


The facility is owned by 


The facility is owned by 


The facility is owned by 


The facili^ is owned by 


The facility is owned by 


Commiuionera Street, which 


Metro, and is operated under 


Metro, and is operated under 


Metro, and is operated under 


Metro, and is operated under 


Metro, and is operated under 


lUrted operation in May 1992. 


contract by CRinc. 


contract by CRinc, 


contract by CRinc, 


contract by ClUnc 


contract by CRinc 


It processet only container 


• Dufferin Street MRF is owned 


• Duflerin Street MRF is owned 


• Dufterin Street MRF is owned 


• Dufferin Street MRF is owned 


• Duflerin Street MRF ia owned 


materials (plastic, meub, and 


by Metro and operated by 


by Metro and operated by 


by Metro and operated by 


by Metro and operated by 


by Metro and operated by 


glau). The facility if owned 


QUNO 


QUNO 


QUNO 


QUNO 


QUNO 


by Metro, and is operated 


• One ntw MRF far proctssing 


* One new MRF for processing 


• One new MRF for processing 


• One new MRF for processing 


• One new MRF for processing 


under contract by CRinc 


dry recyelables to meet 20 year 


dry recyclabks (to meet 20 year 


dry recyelables (to meet 20 year 


dry recyctahUs (to meet 20 year 


dry recyelables (to meet 20 year 


« Dufferio Street MRF is owned 


requirements 


requirement) 


requirement) 


requirement) 


requirement) 


by Metro and operated by 












QUNO 












• One ntw MRF (to meet 20 year 


iy 










nquinment) 
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TABLE 2 

METRO TORONTO 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



SjiBtcm 1: 


SyiUm 2: 


System 3: 


System 4; 


^tcmS: 


System ft 


RikliiM 


Riktli»/r<iminll(ed 


IMiMt Cost 


F^ipanilitd Bloc BoX 


WtVDrr 


Mixed Wail* l>nM>Hain| 


R«ld«nllal Promotion and 


Rcsldcnltal Promolloa and 


Residential Promotion and 


Residential Promotloii and 


Residential Promotion and 


Residential Pronaolion and 


Edocatlon 


Eldncatioii 


Edncallon 


Edncallon 


Education 


Edncallon 


• Eoctensive promolion and 


• Extensive promotion and 


• Extensive promotion and 


• Extensive promotion and 


• Extensive promotion and 


• Bttensive promotion and 


education campaign on 


education campaign on 


education campaign on 


education campaign on 


education campaign on 


education campaign on 


compoiting by the reiklciilial 


compiling by the residential 


composting by the residential 


composting by the residential 


composting by the residential 


composting by the residential 


Bcclor, which includes the 


sector, which includes the 


sector, which includes the 


sector, which includes the 


sector, which includes the 


sector, which Includes the 


Maiter Compoater program 


Master Compocter program 


Master Compostef program 


Master Composler program 


Master Composter program 


Master Composter program 


operated for Metro by RCO, 


operated for Metro by RCO, 


operated for Metro by RCO, 


operated for Metro by RCO, 


operated for Metro by RCO, 


operated for Metro by RCO, 


a compoit informatioo holline, 


a compost information hotline, 


a compost information hotline. 


a compost information hotline. 


a compost information hotline. 


a compost information hotline, 


ladio and newapapcr 


radio and newspaper 


radio and newspaper 


radio and newspaper 


radio and newspaper 


radio and newspaper 


advertiaements, and backyard 


advertisements, and bacl^ard 


advertisements, and backyard 


advertisements, and backyard 


advertisements, and bacl^rd 


advenisementa, and backyard 


compocting manuali in many 


composting manuals in many 


composting manuals in many 


composting manuals in many 


composting manuals in many 


composting manuals in many 


languages 


languages 


languages 


languages 


languages 


languages 


• Extentive 3Ra promotion and 


• E^xtensive 3Rs promolion and 


• Extensive 3Rs promotion and 


• Extensive 3Rs promotion and 


• Extensive 3Rs promotion and 


• Extensive 3Ri promotion and 


education program, locuied 


education program, focused 


education program, focused 


education program, focused 


education program, focused 


education program, focused 


on the retidentia) sector, 


on the residential sector. 


on the residential sector. 


on the resiidential sector, 


on the residential sector. 


on the residential sector, 


which includes publishing 


which includes publishing 


which includes publishing 


which includes publishing 


which includes publishing 


which includes pubtishtng 


"Your Guide to Reduction 


"Your Guide to Reduction 


"Your Guide to Reduction 


"Your Guide to Reduction 


"Your Guide to Reduction 


"Your Guide to Reduction 


and Recycling in Metmpolilan 


and Recycling in Metropolitan 


and Recycling in MetropoliUn 


and Recycling in Metropolitan 


and Recycling in MetropoliUn 


and Recycling in Metropolitan 


Toionto" 


Toronto" 


Toronto" 


Toronto" 


Toronto" 


Toronto" 


• Consumer education program 


• Consumer education program 


• Consumer education program 


• Consumer education program 


• Consumer education prografn 


• Consumer education program 


to reduce waste generation, 


to reduce waste generation, 


to reduce waste generation, 


to reduce waste generation, 


to reduce waste generation, 


to reduce waste generation. 


includes videos, posteta, 


includes videos, posters. 


includes videos, posters. 


includes videos, posters. 


includes videos, posters. 


includes videos, posters, 


calendars, pamphlets, 


calendars, pamphlets. 


calendan, pamphlets, 


calendars, pamphlets. 


calendars, pamphlets. 


calendars, pamphlets, 


adveitixements etc. 


adyertiaemenlB etc. 


advertisements etc 


advertisements etc 


advertisements etc 


advertisements etc 






• Promoiitm/etlucatUm on Direct 


• Pramotionleditcatkm on 


• Promotion/education far 


• FmnwHiemleducalian for source 






Cost proffam 


Expanded Bbte B<a program 


Wet/Dry jystem 


reduction, pre<ycling 






* Promolwn/edncotion program 


• Promotionleiucation propam 


m PromoHon/educatian for source 


composting reuse and recyclmg 




' 


on source reduction, pre-cycUn^ 


on source reduction, pre-cycUn^ 


reduction, pre-cyctin^ 








composting reuse and recycling 


composting reuse and recycling 


composting, reuse, and recycling 
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TABLE 3 

YORK REGION 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 



SjsUm Is 


System 2: 


System 3: 


System 4; 


System 5: 


System 6: 


EEfatlqg 


ExktlnsComiitilted 


Direct Cml 


Expanded Bine Box 


Wet/Di7 


Mbed Waat* Pivceatlng 


Garbage ColkcHon and DtapoMl 


Cailiage Colkctlon and Disposal 


Garbage CallKllon and Disposal 


Garbage CoUectlon and Diipocal 


Gaibage Collection 


Gaibage CoUcctioii and IMspoaal 


• Cutbiidc collection of 


• Cuibaide collection of 


• Cuibside collection of 


• Cutbside coUectiop of 


• Cufbside eoOtction o/ 


• Cuibside collection of 


refidential garbage from *iagle 


residential garbage from tingle 


residential gaibage &om single 


residential garbage from single 


Ttsukntial wostt from sm^ 


residential gaibage from single 


family dwellings 


family dwelUngs 


family dwellings 


family dwellings 


famify duKObiff in ifute 


family dwellings 


• Collection of restdential 


• Collection of residential 


• Diftci cost lysiem for gmrtxije 


• Collection of residential 


tmams by spechtfy desigfud 


• Collection of residential 


gaibage bom multi-family 


garbage from multi-bmily 


coUteiion 


gaibage from muttl-famity 


imckt by municipal fiwces or 


gaibage from mulli-tamily 


unit* by private contncton 


units by private contractors 


• Collection of residential 


units by private contractors 


contractors to municipaUties 


uttitt by private contractois 


• Self haul of waile to landGUs 


• Self haul of waste to bndnila 


garbage from muhi-family 


• Self haul of waste to landGlIt 


• Collection afraitkniial 


• Self haul of waste to landfills 


and transfer stations by 


and transfer sUtions by 


units by private contractors 


and transfer stations by 


garbage Jrom muU-famify units 


and t^nsfer tiatbns by 


residents 


residents 


• Self haul of waste to landfills 


residents 


in ihrtt stttoms by municipal 


residents 


• Landfill bans on some items 


• LandrdI bans on some items 


and transfer stations by 


• Landfill bans on some items 


farces or private contractors. 


• Landfill bans on some items 


(e.g recyclable materials, tires, 


(e.g. recyclable materials, tires, 


residents 


(e.g. recyclable materials, tires, 


whtre featibk 


(e.g. recyclable materials, tires, 


white goods, etc) with 


white goods, etc.) with 


« LandGll bans on some items 


white goods, etc) with 


• Self haul of waste to landfills 


white goods, etc.) with 


diipotat surcharges and 


disposal sureharges and 


(e.g. rei^lable materials, tires, 


disposal sureharges and 


and transfer sUtions by 


disposal sureharges and 


rejection of some loads 


rejection of some loads 


white goods, etc) with 


rejection of some loads 


residents 


rejection of some loads 


• Limit on number of 


• Limit on number of 


dlspoul surcharges and 


• Limit on number of 


• Landfdl bans on some items 


• Limit on number of 


bags/containers set-out for 


bagt/containen set-out for 


rejection of some loads 


bags/containers set-out for 


(e.g. recyclable materials, tires. 


bags/conuinen set-out for 


gaibage collection (King City) 


gaibage coUeclion 


• Limit on number of 
bags/containers set-out for 
gaibage collection 


gaibage collection 


white goods, etc.) with 
disposal surehaiges and . 
rejection of tome loads 
• Limit on number of 
bags/containers set-out for 


gaibage collection 










gaibage collection 
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TABLE 3 
YORK REGION 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 
(continued) 



System 1: 


SysUmli 


SyBtcm 3: 


System 4: 


System 5; 


Syalcmft 


RlklllM 


F:«kllmi/rainintilMl 


DlnctCost 


Eipuided Blac Box 


Weimrv 


Hlud Wait* Pnfecclng 


ResldcnIbI R«<yclln)| 11111 


RcsldcnlUI RtcycUnti and 


Residential Recycling and 


Residenttoi Recycling and 


ResMenlUI Recycling and 


Residential Recycling and 


Colltction 


CoUMtktn 


Cellectlon 


Colleclion 


CoUecllon 


C«ilecUon 


• Curt)side collection of diy 


* Curiaide ctdkctian cfdry 


• Curbside collection of diy 


• Curbside collection of 


* Provide carts to all sin^ famify 


• Bipansion of cucbside 


recyclable! by muoieipjl forces 


recyclables by municipal fiirces 


recyclable* by municipal forces 


E^anded Blue Bat materials 


households and some 'othei^ 


collection of Blue Boc 


or private contracton 


or privote conttacton 


or private contracton 


including plastics, (PET, rigid 


households 


materiah bom single family 


• Materials coJected by 


* Ej^ansion ofcurbside 


• Expansion of curbside 


plastic, bottles <t lubes , f£rt 


• Separation of waste into three 


dwellings in some 


different municipalities 


coilecsim of Blue Box materiols 


coUection of Blue Bob 


plastic, foam plastic and rigid 


streams (wet, dry, and garbage) 


municipalities to include all 


include: ONP, glass, itecl. 


from single famify dwellingi in 


materials from single family 


trays ); paper fibre (ONP, 


by the househMer 


materiali designated basic 


aluminum, PET, OCC, 


some municipalities to include 


dwellings in some 


OCC, baiboard, pofycoat, 


• Expanded set of dry materials 


Blue BoK waste and at least 


telephone directories, HDPE, 


all materials desiffiated basic 


municipalities to include all 


phone books, magazines and 


to be collected, including 


two materials designated as 


rigid and other plastic* 


Blue Box waste and at least 


materials designated basic 


catalogues and mixed 


plastics, (PET, riffd plastic. 


supplementeiy Blue Bok waste 


• Assume collection of bins of 


two maleriols designated as 


Blue 3oK waste and at least 


household paper); metal (steel 


bottles & tubes , film plastic. 


in the 3Rs Regulations 


recyclable* from multi-family 


supplementary Blue Box waste 


two materials designated as 


and aluminum cans, aluminum 


foam plastic arid rigid trays ); 


• Curbside collection of 


units 


in the 3Ri Regulelicns 


supplenenlary Blue Bck waste 


trays and foil), clear and 


paper fibre (ONP, OCC, 


additional dty materials 




• Curbside collection of 


in the 3Rs Regulations 


ci^oured gfasi and textiles 


badmard polycoat, phone 


• Recycling services at all 




additional dry materials 


• Curbside coUection of 


• Recycling services for frttt range 


fcooAi, magazines and 


multi-family buildings with 6 




• Recycling services at all 


additional dry materials 


ef Expanded Bbie Bex 


catalogues and mixed 


or more uniu (3Ra 




multi-famity building with 6 or 


• Recycling senrices at all 


materia at all multi-family 


household paper); metal (steel 


Regulations) 




more units (3Rs Regulations) 


multJ-Camily buildings with 6 


buildingf with 6 or more units 


and aluminum cans, abiminum 


• CoUection of bins of 




• Collection of bins of 


or more units (3Rs 


• Coliectiai of bins of recyclables 


trays andfoH), clear and 


recyclables &om mulli-£imily 




recycUbles from multi-fa rally 


Regulations) 


(collecting all Expanded Blue 


coloured glass and textiles 


units 


- ^' 


uniu 


• Collection of bins of 


Box materials) from 


m Recycling services at all . 








recyclables from multi-family 


multi-family units 


multi-family buildings with 6 








units 


■ 


or more uniu (3Rs 
Regulatioiu) 
• Large bins provided in the 
garbage management area of 
multi-family buUdingi if space 
permits. Residents will be 
encouraged to separate their 
waste into three separate bap 


' ■ 'i 
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TABLE 3 

YORK REGION 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



Syilcml: 


System!: 


SysUm 3: 


System 4: 


SyatemSe 


SysUm «: 


Rrlaltna 


p.vklliMjr:nmmilled 


DifHt Coat 


RxHnded Bine Box 


yfttion 


Mind Wosle Processing 


RcsMcntbl RtcycUiv Dtpoto 


Residential RccycHi^ DepoU 


Residential Rt«ycUi« DepoU 


Residentbl Rc<yclli« Depot* 


Residential Recyclli« i>epol* 


ResUenllal Rccyclli« Depots 


and TniMier BlallonB 


and Transfer Stations 


and Transfer SlaUona 


and Transfer Slatlena 


and Transltr Stations 


and Transler StaUona 


• Anume dropoff depou for 


• Drop-<^ depob for mulli-fiimify 


• Drop-off depots for 


• Drop-off depoo for multi-Jamify 


* Drop-off depots For 


• Drop -off depots for 


mulli-bmily rciidenli not 


rtskknis not Krvked ty 


multi-family residenU not 


residents not serviced ty 


multi-fa mity residents not 


multi-family residenia not 


Kiviced by recycling 


reeycUng 


serviced by recycling 


recycling (ducting all 


serviced by recycling 


serviced by recycling 


• Aisume drop-oS depot for 


• Some additional ntyeling 


• Some additional recycling 


Ejpanded Blue Box materiob) 


• I}rop-olf depot for rural 


• Some additional recycling 


ninl household! 


service to mulH-famify units 


service to multi-family unitt 


• Drop-off depot for rural 


house hokis 


service to multi-family units 


• Depot at Markham for 


m Some additional recycling at 


« Some additk>nal recycling at 


houaehoids (cdketmg ati 


• Depot at Markham for 


• Some additkinal recycling at 


boKboard, meied paper, icrap 


new depots 


new depots 


Expanded Bba Box materials) 


boKboard, mixed paper, scrap 


new depots 


metal and liret, in addition to 


• E>epot at Markham for 


• Depot at Markham for 


• Depot at Markham for 


metal and lires, in addition to 


• Depot at Markham for 


Blue B«« maleriaU 


bcKboard, miced paper, scrap 


boKboard, miiced paper, scrap 


boocboard, mixed paper, scrap 


Blue Boh materials 


boKboard, moted paper, scrap 




metal and lires, in addition to 


metal and tires, in additH>n to 


metal and lires, in addition to 




meUl and tires, in addition to 




Blue BcH materials 


Blue B«K materials 


Blue Dm materials 




Blue B«K materials 


Residential Leaf and Yard WmI* 


Residential Leaf and Yard Waale 


Residential Uaf and Yard Waste 


Residential Leaf and Yard Waste 


ReaMentUi Leaf and Yard Waste 


Realdentlal Leaf and Yard Waste 


Coll«(lon 


Collection 


Collection 


Collection 


CoDectbn 


CoUectton 


• Seatonal cutbtide collection of 


• Seasonal curbside collection of 


• Seasonal curbside collection of 


• Seasonal curbside collection of 


• Collection of leaf and yard 


• Seasonal cutbsMe collection of 


leaf ind yard watte 


leaf and yatd waste 


leaf and yard waste 


leaf and yard waste 


waste as part cf three stream 


leaf and yard watte 


• Dtop-off depot for leaf and 


* Drop-off depot for leaf and 


• Drop-off depot for leaf and 


• Drop-oCf depot tor leaf and 


piclc-up 


• Drop-off depot for leaf and 


yard watte at regions 


yard waste at regions 


yard waste at regions 


yard waste at regions 


• Separate brush coOection 


yard waste at regions 


composting site - no charge to 


composting site - no charge to 


composting site - no charge to 


composting site - no charge to 




composting site - no charge to 


residents 


residents 


residents 


residents 




resklents 


Residential Houebold 


ResMentlai HoBtehoM 


Residential BoosehoM 


Residential Uoasehold 


ResMenttel HoBsehold 


ResUenllal HoaMboM 


Composting 


Composting 


Coniiiosting 


Composting 


Composting 


Composllng 


• Backyard composter 


• Backyard composter 


• Door to door dinribution of 


• Door to door distribution o/ 


• Door to door distribution of 


• Door to door distribution of 


distribuinn programs (29,050 


distribution programs (29,050 


bockyard compaslers to 80% of 


backyard compotters to 80% of 


backyard composiets to 80% of 


backyard composters to 80% of 


oompostett by end of 1992) 


composieti by end of 1992) 


single farnUy households 


singk family households 


single famUy households 


singk ftm'dy households 


* Limited community 


* Distribution of additional 


• Ljwge 3-bin composting units 


• Promotion of large 3-bin 


• Promotion of large 3-bin 


• Promotion of large 3-bin 


composting 


backyard compoeters by 


distributed to apartment and 


composting units distributed to 


composting units distributed to 


compostmg units distributed to 


« Limited vermicompocting 


individual nunicipalilies 


co-<^reiivt housing complexes 


apartment and co-operative 


aptvtment and co-operative 


apartment and co-operative 




• Additional community 


• Pnvnotion of vermicomposling 


housing complexes 


housing complexes 


housing complexes 




composting 


to mutti-famify units 


• Promotion of vermicompostmg 


• Promotion of vtrmieompostitig 


• Prcmiotton of vermicomposting 


t;. 


• Additional vennicompoating 


• Promotion of community 


to multi-family units 


to multi-family units 


to multi-fomify units 






composting 


• Promotion of community 


• Promotion of community 


• Promotion of community 








composting 


composting 


composting 
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TABLE 3 

YORK REGION 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



SjBUm 1: 


Sjvtcm 2: 


System 3: 


System 4: 


System 5: 


System 6 


inTklInf 


Rikllng/rnmmlllHl 


Dbeel Cost 


E»Dded Bine Box 


yfttmiY 


Mired Waste PncMal^ 


Other RcildcDltal Wntc 


Other Resldenllal Wwlc 


Other Restdenliai Waalc 


Other Residenttol Waste 


other ResMenlUi Watte 


Other RetkUntkl Waste 


IMrcnlon (HHW, Toik Taxt, 


Dhertilon (HHW, Toik TmI, 


Diversion (HHW, Toxic TwI, 


Divcnion (HHW, Toxk Taxi, 


Mveision (HHW, Toxk Twd, 


Mventen (HHW, Toxk Tail, 


While Good! Collection, While 


While Goods Collection, While 


WhlU Gooda Cfilectioii, White 


WMte Goods CoUeclion, White 


WhlU Gooda Collection, White 


White Goods Collection, White 


Goods DrafKOir etc) 


Goods DnfOtt et<.) 


Goods Droi^Otr etc) 


Goods DroiMHr etc.) 


Goods D»p-Off etc) 


Goods Drop<Ofr etc.) 


• Special curtiiide collectiont of 
Chrulmai treei 


• Special curt»ide coHeclioni of 


• Special cuibiide coUeclions of 


• Special cuibside coUections of 


• Special cuibtide collectiont of 


• Special curbtide coUectiont of 


ChriatroH treea 


Christma* trees 


Christmas trees 


Chrittmat treet 


Christmas treet 


• Curbtide collection of while 


• Cuibaide coUeclion of while 


• Cuibcide collection of white 


• Curinide coUection of white 


* Cuibtide coUection of white 


• Cuibtide collection of white 


goodi in til municipilities - 


good* in all mnnicipalitiet ■ 


goods in all municipaliliei - 


goods in all municipalities - 


goods in all munlcipaUties - 


goods in aU municipalitiet ■ 


(iequency vines 


frequency variea 


frequency varie* 


frequency varies 


frequency varies 


frequency varies 


• Drop-off depou for while 


• Drop-off depott for while 


• Drop-off depots for while 


• Drop-oB depots for white 


• Drop-off depot! for while 


• Drop-oGT depot! for white 


good* (King Tcrwnahip) 


good! (King Townthip) 


goods (ICing Tcwnahip) 


gooda (King Township) 


good* (King Townihip) 


good! (King Township) 


• Mobile HHW depoU 


• Mobile HHW depou 


• Mobile HHW depoU 


• Mobile HHW depott 


• Mobile HHW depote 


• MobUe HHW depoU 


• HHW collection diyi (tome 


• HHW collection days (lome 


• HHW collection days (some 


• HHW coUection days (tome 


• HHW coUeclion dayt (tome 


• HHW coUection dayt (tome 


municipaliliei) 


municipalilie*) 


municipalities) 


municipalitiet) 


municipalitiet) 


municipalitiet) 


Compocling FacUtUei 


Compoaling r«lllllea 


Composting FKlUlie* 


Compotting FacUttle* 


Compo«lli« FacUllkt 


Conqmlli^ Facttllk* 


• Centralized windrow 


• Centralized windrow 


• Centralized windrow 


• Centralized windrow 


• Bxitting centralized windrow 


• Centralized windrow 


compotting of leaf and yatd 


composting of leaf and yard 


composting of leaf and yard 


composting of leaf and yard 


kaf and yard waile 


compotting of leaf and yard 


waile (operated by Miller 
Waile Syatenu) 


waste 


waste 


watte 


compotting flcilitiea may be 


watte 








closed 


• New mixed waste processing 


■: 


;« 




• New central composting facility 


and composting facility 










(in vessel) for composting oj 












source separated household 


' 










organics (wet stream) and kef 












and yard waste 




Rewe Centre* and Acllvltle* 


Renu Centre* and Actlrltic* 


Rena* Centres and Activities 


Rente Centres and AclMtte* 


Rente Centre* and Acthitle* 


Rense Centre* and ActbHte* 


• Goodi exchange da>i in 


• Good* exchange dayt in 


• Goods exchange days in 


• Gooda exchange dayt in 


• Goodi exchange dayt in 


• Goodt exchange dayt in 


Richmond Hill 


Richmond Hill 


Richmond Hill 


Richmond HiU 


Richmond Hill 


Richmond Hill 
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TABLE 3 

YORK REGION 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



Sy«l«ni 1: 


Syttcm2: 


Sytlcm 3: 


Sy«t«in4: 


SysUmS: 


S,yttKm ir. 


Rikllna 


Rrlmth^lCat^inlfHf^ 


DllHl CMt> 


RipandMl Btae Box 


W«l/Dn 




MRF* 


MRFa 


MRFa 


MRFa 


MRFa 


MRFa 


• Markhitn MRF owned by 


• New MRFwiU be required to 


• One ntw Regional MRF Jar 


• One new Rtgonal MRF for 


• One new RegUma! MRF far 


• One new Regional MRF for 


Mirkhan but operated by 


meet 20 year needi 


processing of <fty reeyclobia 


procesang of dry reeytlabki 


procesang of Ay reeycUtbUs 


processing of diy recycbblet 


MUler Wute Syatemi. 


• Existing/comiQitted MRF in 


* MRF in existing/committed 


• MRF in exiiling/commilted 


• MRF in exiiting/committed 


• MRF in exisling/comiiiitted 


Currently operating on a 


capital budget ($2.2 million) in 


ayslem would close when new 


system would close when new 


system would close when new 


system would close when new 


temporaiy baiia (will be 


operation in 1993 


MRF operational 


MRF operational 


MRF operational 


MRF operational 


replaced by new regional 


• Other MRFa will close when 










lacillty that it being, built). 


new MRF constructed 










Proceiaea ONP, container 












materia b and other 












recyclablei - 15,300 tonnci in 








'■ 




1992 












• Richmond Hill MRF operated 


--* 


.•' 








by MiUer - 8,400 lonnei 


.1 






4 




proceiaed in 1992. It too will 








' 




be replaced by planned 












regional facili^ 












• New MRF will be required to 










. 


meet 20 year needs 


., 










• BiBting MRFii will cloce when 








j' 




new MRF conitnlcted 
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TABLE 3 

YORK REGION 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



Syslcm 1: 
_Jxlilll|g_ 



Residential PronwtioD ■nd 
Edgcilion 

• Region only advertisci HHW 
and leaf and yard waste 
programs. Other programi 
are left to the municipalities 

• Municipaliliet conduct 
extensive promotion through 
advertising, brochures, hotline 
phone service and information 
dyers 

• Richmond Hill and Markham 
conducted extensive door to 
door sales campaigns for 
composten with asiittance 
from students. Markham also 
conducted a number of 
seminars for the general 
public and schools 



System 2: 
Ii^l»tln»/r.mmltt«i 



RcsldenlUi hvmolion •nd 
Edncatton 

• Region only advertises HHW 
and leaf and yard waste 
programs. Other programs 
are left to the municipalities 

• Municipalities conduct 
extensive promotion through 
advertising, brochures, hotline 
phone service and information 
flyers 

• Rkhmopd Hill and Markham 
conducted extensive door to 
door sales campaigns for 
composteis «nth anislance 
fipm students. Markham alio 
conducted a number of 
seminars for the general 
public and schools 



System 3; 
PlMlCost 



Residential Promolion and 
Edacalion 

• Region only advertises HHW 
and leaf and yard waste 
programs. Other programs 
are left to the municipa titles 

• Municipalities conduct 
extensive promotion through 
advertising, brochures, hotline 
phone service and information 
Dyers 

• Richmond Hill and Mailcham 
conducted extensive door to 
door sales campaigns for 
composters with assistance 
from students. Markham alio 
conducted a number of 
seminars for the general 
public and schools 

• PnjmoHon/educatum pro-am 
on iSnct cost system 

• Promotion/education pro-am 
on jource reduclUm, prt-tyflm^ 
reuse and recycling 



System 4: 
RipaiKied Blae Boi 



Residential Pramotton and 
Edacation 

• Region only advertises HHW 
■nd leaf and yard waste 
programs. Other programs 
are left to the municipalities 

• Municipalities conduct 
extensive promotion through 
advertising, brochures, hotline 
phone service and information 
Qyers 

• Richmond Hill and Markham 
conducted atteasive door to 
door sales campaigns for 
composters with assistance 
from students. Markham also 
conducted a number of 
seninan for the general 
public and schools 

• PromotionkAication proffam 
on Expanded Blue Bat 
proffom 

• Promotion/education prttpam 
on source reduction, pre-cycling 
reuse and recycling 



System 5: 
Wetfltiy 



ResMenllal Promolion and 
Edacalion 

• Region only advertises HHW 
and leaf and yard watte 
ptogratns. Other programs 

. are left to the municipalities 

• Municipa Uties conduct 
extensive promotion through 
advertising, brochures, hotline 
phone service and information 
Oyen 

• Richmond Hill and Markham 
conducted extensive door to 
door sales campaigns for 
composters with assistance 
from students. Markham also 
conducted a number of 
seminan for the general 
public and schools 

• Promotionleducatian program 
for wetldry system 

• Promotion/educdtioit program 
for source reduction, 
pre-cycUn^ rtust, recycling 



System 6s 
Mixed Waale P racesainy 



Residential Promotion and 
Edacatlon 

• Region only advertises HHW 
and leaf and yard waste 
programs. Other programs 
are left to the municipalities 

• Municipalities conduct 
extensive promotk>o through 
advertising, brochures, hotline 
phone service and informatioii 
flyeis 

• lUchmond Hill and Markham 
conducted extensive door to 
door sales campaigns for 
compocten with assistance 
from students. Markham also 
conducted a number of 
seminan for the general 
public and schools 

• Promotion/education pro-am 
on source reduction, pre-tyclirt^ 
reuse and recyc&ig 
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TABLE 4 

PEEL REGION 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 



Sjslcm 1: 



Gubag* CoDtctlsii and Dkpoul 

• Curtnide coUectioii of 
reiidentul gaibage from tingle 
fiiilUy (twetlingt by muiiicipil 
forces or oonlracton to 
munidpalitiet 

• CoUcctioa of teiidenlial 
giibige from mulli-bmily 
uniti by nninicipal forcei or 
private conlnctoti 

• Self haul of gaibage to 
landGU* and tniufer atalloM 
by petideBti 

• LindfiU bam on lome ileau 
(e.g. recyclable materia It, titei, 
white goodi. etc.) with 
diiposal lurcharget and 
rejectioii of tome loadi 



Syateml: 



Gaibag* Colkcllan aDd DiapMal 

• Curbtide collection of 
reiideatial garbage itom tingle 
faniily dweltiogt by munictpal 
forcea or contracton to 
municipaliliet 

• Collection of retidential 
gaibage from multi-family 
uniti by municipal force* or 
private contracton 

« Self haul of gaibage to 
landfill! and traiwfer itationa 
by residentt 

• iJandfiU bam on tome itemt 
(e.g recyclable material*, tiret, 
white goodf, etc) with 
diipoia I lurcharget and 
rejection of aome loadi 



Syattin 3: 
Direct Coal 



Gailiagc CoUtcUon and DIapaaal 

• Cuibtide collection of 
retidential gaibage bom tingle 
family dweffinga by municipal 
forcei or contiacloii to 
municipalitlet 

• Collection of retidential 
garbage from multi-Eimily 
uniti by municipal force* or 
private contracton 

• Self haul of gaibage to 
landfiUt and tramfer ttationi 
by retidenis 

• DiKei eon system far garbage 
coUeetion 

• LaadBU bam on lome itemi 
(e.g. recyclable materiah, tirei, 
«diite gfliodt, etc) with 
diapotal tuichaigei and 
rejection of lome loadi 



Syilam 4: 



Gariwge C«llt«(li>ii and Mapaaal 

• Cuibiide collection of 
residential gaibage from tingle 
family dwellingt by municipal 
foicei or contiacton to 
municipalitiei 

• Collection of retidential 
gaibage bom multi-Etmily 
unili by municipal forces or 
private contracton 

• Self haul of gaibage to 
landfilk and trantfer itationi 
by retidenti 

• Landfill bans on lome itemi 
(eg. recyclable materials, lirei, 
white gciodi, etc.) with 
disposal luichargei and 
rejection of tome loadi 



Sjalem 5: 
WeVDiy 



Gatbati CoUccUon 

• Cmbade eottecdon of 
resUential wute fiam sbigjk 
famify thtietta^ m three 
streams by speemltf des^ied 
trucks fy imtnkipii forces or 
eontraetors to muitklpa&ies 

• CoStctkm ofresidenital 
garbage from mulii-fitinify imils 
m three breams, where ^asibk 
by nttinkfal forces erpriwte 
eontractars 

• Self haul of gaibage to 
landGUi and trinafer ttationi 
by resideiiu 

• LandGU bana on lome itemi 
(e.g. ret^cbble materiali, tires, 
white goodi, etc) with 
diipoaal luichaiges and 
rejection of tome kndt 



SyaUmfc 
Mtwd Waato Pracaaah^ 



Gaifc^p CoUmIIob and DbptMl 

• Cuibtide collection of 
leildential gaibage from singk 
family dweJUngs by municipal 
foicet or contracton to 
municipalitiei 

• CoUedion of reiideDtial 

' gaibage &<om multi-family 
units by municipal forcei or 
private contracton 

• Self haul of gitbige to 
landDUi and transfer itationi 
by rural reiidenti 

• LandGII bam on lome itemi 
(e.g. rec^bble materiala, tires, 
white goodi, etc) with 
dispoial lurcharget and 
rejection of aome loadi 
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TABLE 4 

PEEL REGION 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



SysUm 1: 


System 2: 


Syilein 3: 


System 4: 


System 5: 


1 

Syalem 6: 


Rxkllni 


Rlt^flng/TninmUtMl 


DtaeclCost 




WtVDij .. . 


MkaiH Wul* PrftffMll 


RccUciitial Recycllqg ■■»! 


It««idenlial Recyclli^ and 


RMldtnttel RKycilnt and 


RaMcnlial RecycUna and 


Reaidenllal R«cycUi« and 


RMkknlial R*cyclli« and 


Collection 


Calkclioii 


CeHccllon 


CvHectlen 


CoUeclion 


ColfccUon 


• Curbtide collection of Blue 


• Curbsuk cottection of Blue Bat 


* Curbtide coUeclion of Blue 


• Curbtide collection of 


• Ptavide carts lo all sing^ fiunify 


• Curbside collection of Blue 


Bos ma terra It £rom linglc 


materials from s'lngft family 


BcK mateiiab from tingle 


Ejqianded Blue Bat materials 


and some "other" households 


BoK materials from tingle 


bmily dwellings and lome 


dwtWnp and same apartment 


Etmily dwwUingt and tome 


mcbiding plasties (PET, rigd 


• Separation of waste into date 


family dwellingt and tome 


apartment buildingL TVpical 


buUdbtp includes aU maKrials 


apartment buUdingt includet 


plastic bottks A lubes , jUm 




apartment buildings includes 


mateiuls include at least 


designated basic Blue Box 


all materials deiignited basic 


plastic, foam plastic and riffd 


by the househoUer 


all materials designated basic 


ONP, PET, Elan, fcrroui. 


waste and at least two materials 


Blue BoK waste and at leatt 


tr^s ); paper frJbre (ONP, 


• Expanded set of dry materiab 


Blue BcM watte and at leatt 


aljminum (Caledon), the«e 


deriffusted as suppkmemory 


two materials designated as 


dec, bocd>oard, pofycoat. 


to be collected, including 


two materials designated as 


and telephone direcloriei in 


Blue Box waste in the 3lis 


supplementary Blue B«k waste 


phone books, magazines and 




supplemenUiy Blue IVw waste 


Brampion 


Regulations 


in the 3Ra Regulations 


catalogues and mixed 


bottles dc tubes , film plastic. 


in tKe 3Ri Regulations 


• Bcpanded cuibiide collection 


• Expanded curbtide collection 


• Expanded cuibside collection 


housefuM papet); metat (steel 


foam plastic and rigid trtrfs ); 


• Bipanded cuibside collection 


(Muaiuauga) lo collecl 


(Miuituuga) to collect 


(Mitsittauga) to collect 


and abtminwn cans, ahunoium 


paper fibre (ONP, OCC, 


(MJisisaauga) to collect 


additionat matetlala (HDPE, 


additional materials (HDPE, 


additional materials (HDPE, 


trays andfinl), clear and 


boxboard, pofycoat, phone 


additional materials (HDPE, 


mbted plaatic, textilet, OMG, 


mbted piMtic, textiles, OMG, 


mixed plastic, ttxliles, OMG, 


coloured ^ass and textiles 


books, magazines and 


mned plastic, textiles, OMG, 


OCC) 


OCC) 


OCC) 


• Recyclmg services jar fuU range 


catalogfies and mixed 


OCC) 


• Collection of bins of 


• Recycling services at all 


• Recycling services at all 


of Expanded Blue Box 




• Recycling setvicei at all 


recyclable* from multi-family 




multi-timity buildings with 6 


materials at ail multi-famify 


andabiminum cans, aluminum 


. multi-family buildings with 6 


unili 


mart units (3Rs Regulations) 


or more units (3Rx 


buildings with 6 or. more units 


trays aiulfbd), clear and 


or more units (3Rs 




• CoUectioo of bint of 


Regulationi) 


« Colkction of bins of recychbles 


ct^red gbus and textiles 


Regulations) 




recyclable! from multi-family 


• Collection of bins of 


(collecting all E)j>aitded Blue 


* Recycling lervices it all 


• Collection of bins of 




unit* 


recyclablet from mulli-family 


Box materials) from 


multi-family bwikJingt with 6 


recyclablet from multi-ftmily 


* 




units 


multi-family units 


or more units (3Rs 
Regulations) 
• Large bins provided m the 


uniU 




- 






garbage management area o/ 




* 




; 


V 


multi-famHy buUdingi, where 
space avadable. Residents will 




. 








be encouraged to separate ihtir 
waste into three separate bags 
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TABLE 4 

PEEL REGION 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



Symtem 1: 



RMkleiilfal RtcycUng Depot* 
■nd Transfer SUilons 

• Drop-oCf depot for dry 
recyclablea (including all 
banned materuU) at Britannia 
landfill 

• DepoU located at transfer 
station* to provide recycling 
oppoTtjniliei to tetf-haul 
geneiaton 

• Diop-off depot* for 
multi-family residenti not 
■erviced by recycling 

• Drop-off depot* for rural 
household* 



Syslcm 2: 
irwl.<ln,/ron.n.Hl«d 



ResidcnIUI Uaf and Yard Waste 
C«ll*ctii»n 

* Lunited seasonal curbside 
collection of leaf and yard 
waste 



Residential Recycling Depot* 

and Transfer Stations 

• Drop-off depot for diy 
recyclable* (including all 
banned materials) at Britannia 
Undmi 

• Depot* located at transfer 
itations to provide recycling 
opportunities to ielf4iaul 
generator* 

• Drop-otr depot* for 
multi-family residents not 
serviced by recycling 

• Drop-off depots for rural 
householdt 

• 7 community recycling centre*: 
3 in Missiaaauga, 2 in 
Brampton, and 2 in Caledon, 
to accept recyclables, 
household hazardous waste, 
reusable items and residential 
waste 

• Construction of satellite 
drop-off ficilitiei for recycling 
(Neighbourhood Recycling 
Depots and Mini Recycling 
Depots) 



System 3: 

-DtattCwt 



Residential Recycling Depot* 
and Transfer Stations 

• Drop-off depot for dry 
recyclables (including aU 
banned materials) at Britannia 
landfill 

• Depot* located at transfer 
station* to provide recycling 
opportunities to self-haul 
genera Ion 

• Drop-ofT depots for 
multi-family resident* not 
serviced by recycling 

• Drop-off depot* for rural 
households 

• 7 communis recycling centres: 
3 in Missiaaauga, 2 in 
Brampton, and 2 in Caledon, 
to accept recyclables, 
household hazardous waste, 
reusable items and reiidential 
waste 

t Construction of satellite 
drop-off facilities for recycling 
(Neighbourhood Recycling 
Depots and Mini Recycling 
Depots) 



System 4; 
Kryanded Blae Box 



Residential Leaf and Yard Waal* 
Collection 

• Seasonal curbside collection of 
leaf and yard waste 

• May be some drop-off depots 
for leaf and yard waste (3Rs 
Regulations) 



Resldcnttai Leaf and Yard Waste 
Collection 

• Seasonal cuibside collection of 
leaf and yard waste 

• May be some drop-off depots 
for leaf and yard waste (3Rs 
Regulations) 



Rcshttntial Recycling Depots 
and Transfer Statioas 

• Drop-off depot for dry 
recyclables (including all 
banned materials) at Briunnia 
Undfjll 

• DepoU located at transfer 
stations to provide recycling 
opportunities to self-haul 
generators 

• Drop-off depots for muM-famify 
rtsUknts not sttvked by 
recycling for fuU range o/ 
EjgMndcd Blue Box maurials 

• Drop-eff depoo for rural 
households (colkcting all 
Expanded Blue Box materials} 

• 7 community recycling centres: 
3 in Mississauga, 2 in 
Brampton, and 2 in Caledon, 
to accept recyclable*, 
household hazardous waste, 
reusable items and residential 
waate 

• Construction of satellite 
drop-off facilities for recycling 
(Neighbourhood Recycling 
Depot* and Mini Recycling 
DepoU) 



System 5: 



Reaidentbi Leaf and Yard WasU 
Collection 

• Seasonal curbside collection of 
leaf and yard waste 

• May be some drop-off depou 
for leaf and yard waste (3Rs 
Regulations) 



Residential Recycling Depots 
and Transfer Stations 

• Drop-off depot for dry 
recyclables (including all 
banned materials) at Britannia 
bndfiU 

• Depots located at compost 
facUiiy to provide recycling 
opportunities to self -haul 
generators 

• Drop-off depots for 
multi-Camily residenu not 
serviced by recycling 

• Drop-off depou for rural 
households 

• 7 community recycling centres: 
3 in Mississauga, 2 in 
Brampton, and 2 in Caledon, 
to accept recyclable*, 
household hazardous waste, 
reusable items and residential 
waste 

• Construction of satellite . 
drop-off £icililies for recycling 
(Neighbourhood Recycling 
Depots and Mini Recycling 
DepoU) 



ResMentlai Leaf and Yard WwU 
Collection 

• CoUecticn cf Uaf and yard 
waste as part of three stream 
pick-up 

• Separate brush collection 

• May be some drop-off depoU 
for leaf and yard waste (3Ri 
Regulations) 



System <! 
Ml»d Waate Proceaaisn 



Residential Recycling Depots 
and Transfer Slallona 

• Drop-off depot for dry 
recyclable* (including all 
banned materials) at Britannia 
UndfUl 

• Depou located at transfer 
stations to provide recycling 
opportunities to self-haul 
generalon 

• 7 community recycling centres: 
3 in Mississauga, 2 in 
Brampton, and 2 in Caledon, 
to accept tecyciabtes, 
household hazardous waste, 
reusable items and residential 
waste 

• Construction of satellite 
drop -off facilities for recycling 
(Neighbourhood Recycling 
Depou and Mini Recycling 
Depou) 



Realdtntial Leaf and Yard Wast* 
Collecllon 

• Seasonal cuibside collection of 
leaf and yard waste 

• May be some drop-off depoU 
for leaf and yard waste (3Rji 
Regulations) 
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TABLE 4 

PEEL REGION 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



System I: 
F-'httng 



R«idcntlal UsBsclwld 
Composting 

• Backyard compoiter 
diitribution programs (56,839 
units to end of 1992) 

• Limited community 
composting 

• Limited vermicompoiting 



Othtr Rtshkniiitl Wui« 
Dhenion (HHW, Toxic Twd, 
WMte Goods CeUecUon, While 
Oaods DnpOfr etc) 

• Special curbiide colleclioni of 
Chriitmst Ireet 

• Special curbiide collections of 
white goods 

• Drop-off depoti for white 
goods 

• Once a year HHW collection 
It Bolton Community Centre 

• Permanent drop-off depot for 
HHW at the Biitannia Road 
UndtiU 



System 2: 
f.»I.U..g/romnilltMl 



Rtsldenlial HovMhold 
Composting 

• Backyard composler 
diatribulion program! (56,839 
unit! to end of 1992) 

• Backyard compotten to be 
used in 68,839 single family 
househokjt, an addition of 
12,000 to etitting lyilem 

• Additional community 
compoating 

• Additional vermicomposting 



Other Rcsldenlial Waste 
Dtrersion (HHW, Toilc Taxi, 
While Goods Coiieclion, While 
Goods Drop-OS etc) 

• Special cuibside coUcctioni of 
Christmas treea 

• Special curbside collections of 
white goods 

• Drop-off depots for white 
goods 

• Once a year HHW collection 
at Bolton Community Centre 

• Permanent drop-off depot for 
HHW at the Britannia Road 
Undfill 



System 3: 
PlrectCoat 



RestdenlUl Hoaaehoid 
Composllog 

• Door 10 door distribution of 
backyard composters to 80% of 
single family houstholdi 

• Large 3-bm composting units 
disiributed to apartment and 
co-operative housing complexes 

• Promotion of vermicomposting 
to mubi-famify units 

• Promotion of community 
composting 



Other Realdentlal Waste 
DIvenlon (HHW, Toxk Taxi, 
WUtc Goo<b Colleclion, WhUc 
Goods Drop-Off etc) 

• Special cartnide coUecttons of 
Christmas trees following the 
Christmas season 

• Special curluide collections of 
white goods 

• Drop-off depots for white 
goods 

• Once a year HHW collection 
at Bolton Community Centre 

• Permanent drop-oGT depot for 
HHW at the Britannia Road 
landGU 



System 4: 
RifiMled Blmt Box 



RcsidentUI Honaebold 
CompooUng 

* Door to door distribution of 
bochford composters to 80% of 
sin^ family househMs 

• Large 3-bin composting units 
distributed to apartment and 
co-operative housing complexes 

* Promotion of vtrmkompasting 
to mubi-famify units 

• Promotion of community 
canposiing 



Other Resktenllai Waste 
Dl¥erslon (HHW, Toxic Taxi, 
White Goods CoUcctloii, While 
Goods Drop-Off etc) 

• Special cuibside collections of 
Christmas trees 

• Special curbside collections of 
white goods 

• Drop-ofI depiots for white 
goods 

• Once a year HHW collection 
at Bolton Community Centre 

• Permanent drop-off depot tor 
HHW at the BriUnnia Road 
landfill 



System 5: 
Wet/pry 



Rcsidcnlhi HoMeboU 
CompoaUng 

« Door to door distribution of 
backyard composters to 80% of 
sin^ family households 

• Large 3-bm composting units 
diseributed to apartment tmd 
co-operative housing complexes 

• Promotion of vermicomposting 
to muUi-famUy units 

• Promotion ef community 
composting 



Other Rea jdentta l Waste 
Dlrenion (HHW, Todc Tail, 
WUU Gooda CoiiecUon, WhlU 
Geoda. DropXMt (Ic) 

• Special curbside collections of 
Christmas trees fotlcwing the 
Christmas season 

• Special curbside collections of 
white goods 

• Drop-off depots for white 
goods 

• Once a year HHW collection 
at Bolton Community Centre 

• Permanent drop-oCf depot for 
HHW at the BriUnnia Road 
landQll 



System 6: 



RealdenUal Hoasehold 
Composting 

• Door to door distribution of 
backyard composters to 80% of 
single famify households 

• Lar^ 3-bin composting units 
distributed to apartment and 
co-operative housing complexes 

• Promotion of vermicomposting 
to multi-family units 

• Promotion (^community 
composting 



Other Reo Meatla l Waal* 
Dhrcraloii (HHW, Toxic Taxi, 
White Gooda Collecllon, White 
Good* DropOff etc) 

• Special curbside collections of 
Christmas trees 

• Special curbside collections of 
white goods 

• Drop-off depots for white 
goods 

• Once a year HHW ooOection 
at Bolton Community Centre 

• Pennaoent drop-off depot for 
HHW at the Britannia Road 
UndGIl 
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TABLE 4 

PEEL REGION 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(Continued) 



Sjvtem 1; 



CompMtlng FaclUllH 

• Onlmlized wtndrow 

composting of leaf and yard 
waile (il Bramptoa site, 
Britannia Road landfill and 
Caledon landOII) 



RcDK Ctnlns ind ActMUes 

• Municipal reute centre 
(Caledon Landfill icavenging 
centre, Albion & Brampton 
goods exchange!) 

• Charitable reuse centres nin 
by tocial (crvicc organizationt 
(Goodwill, Salvation Aimy, 
elc.) 

• Food reuse organization (such 
as Second Harvest) 



System 2: 



CompMlIng FaclUtk* 

• Centralized windrow 

composting of leaf and yard 
waste (at Brampton site, 
Britannia Road landfill and 
Caledon UndGU) 



MRF* 

• Mississauga processing centre 
(MRF) for diy recyclable! 
collected from the residential 
(and minor amountt from the 
commerciatfinilitutional) 
sector in Misaiisauga and 
Brampton. Owned and 
operated by Laidlaw under 
contract to the Region 

• MRF/Traosfer Station in 
Bolton for Caledon material 

• One new Regional MRF for 
procesting of iky recyclabks (to 
meet 20 year requirement) 



RcBM CcntrM and Aclhllics 

• Municipal reuse centre 
(Caledon LandGll scavenging 
centre, Albion & Biampton 
goods exchanges) 

• Charitable reuse centres run 
by social service organizations 
(Goodwill, SaKalion Army, 
etc.) 

• Food reuse organization (such 
at Second Harvest) 



MRFs 

• Laidlaw MRF will remain 
open but will not be part of 
the residential system 

• MRF^ransfer Station in 
Bolton for Caledon material 

• One new Reffonal MRF for 
processing of dry recyclabks (to 
meet 20 year requirement) 



System 3: 
Direct Cost 



CompMlIng FaclUUea 

* Centralized windrow 

composting of leaf and yard 
waste (at Brampton site, 
Britannia Road landfill and 
Caledon bnd&ll) 



RtliM Ccntm and Acthrllles 

• Municipal reuse centre 
(Caledon Landfill scavenging 
centre, Albion & Brampton 
goods exchanges) 

• Charitable reuse centres run 
by social service organizations 
(Goodwill, Salvation Army, 
eta) 

• Food reuse organization (such 
as Second Harvest) 



System 4: 
Eipandtd B la* Bm 



CompMllnt FacUUlM 

• Centralized windrow 
composting of leaf and yard 
waste (at Brampton site, 
Britannia Road landfill and 
Caledon landGU) 



MRFs 

• Laidlaw MRF will remain 
open but will not be part of 
(he residential system 

• MRF/Transfer Station in 
Bolton for Caledon material 

• One new Re^onal MRF for 
processing of dry recyclabks (to 
meet 20 year requuement) 



RcDsc Centres and AclhrUk* 

• Municipal reuse centre 
(Caledon LandQU scavenging 
centre, Albion 4 Brampton 
goods exchanges) 

• Charitable reuse centres run 
by social service organizations 
(Goodwill, Sahration Army, 
elc) 

• Fo6d reuse organization (such 
as Second Harvest) 



MRFs 

• Laidlaw MRF will remain 
open but will not be part of 
the residential system 

• MRF/Transfer Station in 
Bolton for Caledon material 

• One new Regional MRF for 
processing of Ay recyclables (to 
meet 20 year requirement) 



System Si 
Wttmrv 



Composting Facilitka 

• Existing centralized windrow 
leaf and yard waste 
composting facilities may be 
closed 

• Central composting facilities (in 
vessel } for composting of 
source separated household 
organics (wet stream) and leaf 
and yard waste 



Rcase Centres and ActMtk* 

• Municipal reuse centre 
(Caledon Landfdl scavenging 
centre, Albion A Brampton 
goods exchanges) 

• Charitable reuse centres run 
by social service organizations 
(Goodwill, Satvalioii Army, 
etc) 

• Food reuse organization (such 
as Second Harvest) 



MRF* 

• Laidlaw MRF will remain 
open but will not be part of 
the residential system 

• MRF/Transfer Sution in 
Bolton for Caledon material 

• One new Regional MRF for 
processing of dry recyclables (to 
meet 20 year requirement) 



System 6: 
Mfaed Waale PnntMlng 



CompMtIng FacUItIca 

• Centralized windrow 
composting of leaf and yard 
waste (at Brampton site, 
Britannia Road landfill and 
Caledon landfill) 

• New mixed waste processing 
and composting facility 



Regse Centres and Acltvitks 

• Municipal reuse centre 
(Caledon Landfill scavenging 
centre, Albion & Brampton 
goods exchanges) 

• Charitable reuse centres tun 
by social service oiganizations 
(Goodwill, SalvatioD Army, 
etc) 

• Food reuse organization (such 
as Second Harvest) 



MRFs 

• Laidlaw MRF will remain 
open but will not be part of 
the residential system 

• MRF/Transfer SUtion in 
Bolton for Caledon material 

• One new Regional MRF for 
processing of dry recyclables (to 
meet 20 year requirement) 
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TABLE 4 

PEEL REGION 

RESIDENTIAL SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

(continued) 



System 1: 


System 2: 


System 3: 


SysUm4: 


System 5: 


SysUm «! 


RTkHin 


Flrlclino/rnminHtMl 


DtreclCost 


RnanilHi Bl«e Box 


Wet/Dry 


Mhed Waste Proceosini 


Rtsidcntlal PremoUon and 


R«Mcnlial Promotion and 


Residential PromotioB and 


Residential Promotion and 


Resldenllal Promotion and 


Residential Promollon and 


Edacalion 


Edacalion 


Eduatlon 


Education 


Edacation 


Edacalion 


* 3R( promotioii and education 


• 3Eti promotion and education 


• 3Sx promotion and education 


• 3Rt promotion and education 


• 3Ri promotion and education 


• 3Rii promotion and education 


program, focused on the 


program, focused on the 


program, focused on the 


program, focused on the 


program, focused on the 


program, focused on the 


residential sector 


residential sector 


residential sector 


retidenlial sector 


residential sector 


residential sector 


• Consumer education program 


• Consumer education program 


• Consumer education program 


• Consumer education program 


• Consumer education program 


• Consumer education program 


to reduce waste generation, 


to reduce waste generation, 


to reduce waste generation, 


to reduce waste generation, 


to reduce waste generation, 


to reduce waste generation, 


includes videos, posten, 


includes videos, posters, 


includes videos, posted, 


includes videos, posters, 


includes videos, posters, 


includes videos, posters. 


calendars, pamphlets, 


calendars, pamphlets. 


calendais, pamphlets, 


calendars, pamphlets, 


calendars, pamphleu, 


calendars, pamphlets, 


advertiscmenix, etc. 


advertisements, etc 


advertisements, etc. 


advertisements, eta 


advertisemenu, etc. 


advertisements, etc 






• Pramolkmltducation on Dinci 




• Pfomofionleitcalion for 




. 


*■■ 


Cost pra^am 


Expanded Blue Box prog'am 


wetldry system 


reduction, pre-cycUng 






• Promoiian/tducaiion proffom 


• Promotionleducalion proffom 


• Promotion/education for source 


composting reuse and recycling 






on Murct reduction, pre-cyeling 


on source reAtciim, pre-cydm^ 


reduction, pre-cyclin^ 








composting ttitse and rtcycling 


composting, reuse and recycling 


composting reuse and recycling 
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